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1) Executive Summary

Introduction/Background

In order for Rockville to grow in a manner thatv@hhance the City’s vitality, while
protecting and even improving the quality of lite £xisting and future residents, it is
crucial to assess the potential impacts of progegtewth. By doing so, Rockville will
have a better foundation for policy decisions aetkdminations regarding investments in
public services and infrastructure. These assa#smaéso need to be understood and
integrated into Montgomery County and State of N&rg policies and investments,
because those governments provide direct and otdiezvice to Rockville citizens.

House Bill 1141, passed in 2006, amended Articke 66the Annotated Coded of the
State of Maryland to require that all municipal gehensive plans in Maryland include
Municipal Growth and Water Resources Elements.s dbcument is the Municipal
Growth Element (MGE). The MGE includes a Developtr@apacity Analysis (DCA),
which the State of Maryland also newly requires.

The MGE provides projections of population and esyplient growth in Rockville,
including the general locations within the city wééhis growth is likely to occur. It

then assesses the impacts of projected growthrtairc@ublic services and
infrastructure. As required by the State, areaanalysis include police, fire and
emergency medical services, public schools, libgr@nd parks and open space. The
City recognizes that there are other areas of pglivices and infrastructure that are
affected by growth, including transportation. Téesher areas are beyond the scope of
this document, but will be addressed in the broaeh@sion to the City’s Master Plan that
is scheduled to begin in the near future. The @&y solicited and received input from
the public and many local and State agencies inléwvelopment of this document.

In accordance with State requirements, the MGE @dilsmusses potential changes to
Rockville’s municipal boundaries.

Growth Projections (Development Capacity Analysis)
Projections for growth in Rockville are as follows:

Table 1: Forecasts for Rockville, COG Round 8

2010 (est.) 2020 2030 2040 Chang %
2010- | Change
2040 2010-
2040

Population 62,476 71,874 77,644 83,929 21,433 34%
Household 24,327 28,784 31,509 34,509 10,182 42%
Employment| 74,549 91,600 99,403 105,4‘03 30,854 41%
Note: Forecasts produced by City of Rockville ag pathe COG Round 8 process.

W
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These Round 8 forecasts do not take into accoerpakential impact of the City’s
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO), whidmstrains development if certain
public services and facilities are not sufficiamccommodate growth. Assuming that
the APFO remains in place in its current formsitinlikely that the growth projected in
Table 1 will occur unless significant investments aade in public schools, fire and
rescue services, and transportation.

Impacts of Growth

Public Schools

Public schools serving Rockville children are pdrthe Montgomery County Public
Schools (MCPS) system. In 2009-2010, 7,863 stgdeith Rockville home addresses
were enrolled in MCPS, representing 12.6% of theralv Rockville population.

A significant number of neighborhood/zoned scholoéd serve Rockville children have
enrollment that exceeds MCPS-defined program capaBiome schools exceed the
110% of program capacity that triggers a moratoramchildren-generating
development, under the City’'s APFO. Developmerdubh 2040 is expected to
generate significantly more students. Key findingdude:

* Inthe school year 2009-2010, 10 of the 20 scheetging Rockville
neighborhoods had enrollment of more than 100%@MCPS program
capacity. Six of those schools exceeded 110%agrpm capacity, with
particularly acute situations at Beall Elementach®l (ES) (124%) and Ritchie
Park ES (128%).

* MCPS enrollment projections for 2015-2016 showssilkools remaining at more
than 110%, with particularly acute situations adIBES (125%), Ritchie Park
(141%), Twinbrook ES (134%) and Meadow Hall ES %34

» All of the elementary schools in the Richard Momtgwy Cluster are projected to

exceed 110% of program capacity, meaning that thék&e a moratorium on
children-generating development in this clusteeaalMCPS rapidly addresses
the challenge of program capacity.

* Under the MCPS methodology for projecting developmeduced enrollment
increases, which is based on Student Generatic@sKaable 12), Rockville’s
growth through 2040 is expected to generate 1,8d&ianal MCPS students,
representing 5.8% of the city’s population increase

* An alternative approach is to assume that the ptigmoof MCPS students to the
overall Rockville population will remain constantl®.6%. Under this scenario,
growth through 2040 would generate 2,703 additidh@PS students.

« MCPS staff has stated that there are sufficierdt E8sets to accommodate either

scenario, due to the ability to expand existingostand to build new schools in
sites that have been reserved in newly construdggdlopments (e.g., King Farm
and Fallsgrove).

In general, Rockville requests that MCPS develapethodology that more
accurately predicts MCPS enroliment for periodgyiarthan five years, so that
schools will not continue to be over their progreapacities.
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The City will continue to urge MCPS to invest irdaglssing the current needs, but to do
S0 in a manner that takes into account future neBSPS may need to alter its
projection methodology to take into account thesofactors that produce overcrowded
schools, including generational changes in neigidaals, immigration, and other
factors. Rockville children should not be forceccontinually attend schools whose
enrollment exceeds capacity.

Public Libraries

Public Libraries in Rockville are provided by Montgery County Public Libraries
(MCPL), which has 21 branches. Two of those brasare within Rockville’s
boundaries: the Rockville Memorial Library and theinbrook Library. There are other
branches nearby. In addition, the Library systemmits all resources in the system to be
accessed from any library, including through usitdrnet-based services.

At present, the approximately 90,000 square feébrdry facilities in Rockville far
exceeds the standard of the American Library Asdmmei, which is 1,000 square feet of
library space for each 10,000 in population. Ttahdard will still be met if population
in Rockville increases to approximately 84,000 04@, or if nearby property is annexed
into the City.

Police

The City of Rockville is currently served by thedRuille City Police Department in
conjunction with the Montgomery County Police Depant (MCPD). Although
increased population growth will generate a nee@ioincrease in the number of police
officers, the appropriate levels of staffing wigend upon local conditions. Completion
of the new headquarters for the Rockville Policp&rment is expected to provide
sufficient space for the department through 20d€luding a potential need for an
additional 19 officers, if the proportion of offieto-population remains the same. The
City will continue to collaborate with the County determine and plan for policing
needs as factor change.

Fire and Emergency Services

Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Services (MCHR®)ides fire and emergency
services to the City of Rockville. There are catlgtwo fire stations within Rockville,
but there are others nearby; and the entire netefoskations is available to serve the
entire County (and even the region, in cases aemé need). Both fire stations need
expansion and renovation and may be moved as pirateffort. Station 23 on Rollins
Avenue, in particular, may be moved toward the WHiint Sector as part of its
expansion.

Rockville collaborates with MCFRS to determine ththidevelopment applications are
compliant with the Fire Code and meet the City AREQuirements. MCFRS analysis
shows that all areas of Rockville are within 10 at@s response time by at least 1-2 fire
stations, and the vast majority of Rockville carsbeved by at least three fire stations
within 10 minutes.
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The City’'s APFO prohibits development of certaigtirisk uses where there is no

ability for three stations to respond within 10 otes. Those uses are schools, hospitals,
nursing homes, places of assembly seating 500¢c@mdnercial buildings of more than
three stories that do not have sprinklers.

MCFRS is planning for a new station just outsid&otkville at Shady Grove Road and
Rt. 28. Another station has been cited as desirabbart of the Shady Grove Master
Plan, nearer to the Shady Grove Metro Statioroth are built, all APFO limitations
should be addressed. The City will continue teeUWWCFRS to make these investments
as soon as possible.

In addition, of critical importance is whether iaasing traffic congestion will limit the
ability for stations to respond within 10 minutdRockville will monitor such response
times, along with MCFRS.

Recreational Land and Open Space

Rockville owns and operates approximately 1,19@sof parks, open space and
recreational land, for a ratio of 19 acres for gwbousand residents. If the City's
population grows by approximately 21,000 over tbeti80 years, approximately 378
acres would be needed in order to maintain thesCggal of 18 acres per thousand
residents. It will be a great challenge to memst gjoal, as there are no readily available
parcels. However, there are enormous resourcel ésuRock Creek Park) immediately
outside the City, owned and operated by other gowent entities, which are expected to
continue to serve the needs of Rockville residents.

A significant challenge in addressing growth wil to define the types of open spaces
that are most appropriate in mixed-use redevelopouartexts, as well as to address the
local neighborhood-scale deficits that exist aspre in certain neighborhoods. The City
will continue to collaborate and work with the Copand State to ensure that adequate
services are available to Rockville residents.

Financial Mechanisms to Accommodate Growth

Expansion of public services and infrastructuradcommodate growth is financed by a
series of city, county, state and federal souragsyell as through impact fees, additional
taxes paid by developers, and fees for City sesvieqy., water, stormwater). The City’'s
goal is that growth should pay for itself and thattvices to existing residents should not
be degraded as a result of growth. In order tee@etthat goal, the City will need to
coordinate with other levels of government and icaually review its policies with
respect to fees and taxes.

Other levels of government, in turn, must recogtieimportance of investing in the
public infrastructure that serves Rockville. Ratkis position in one of the key growth
areas of Montgomery County and Maryland, along3%&/270 corridor, calls for
significant investments in order to accommodaté gnawth. The analysis within this
document shows that schools and fire and rescvessrare in need of immediate
investments, while parks and police will need inment over time as growth occurs. In
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addition, though not covered in this document, sarglas as transportation and water
resources also need significant investments by d¢lvels of government.

Maximum Expansion Limits

After completion of this element, an area may reoabnexed into the City of Rockville
unless the area has been identified as being witleCity’s urban growth boundary, or
Maximum Expansion Limits (MEL) in the MGE. The €& MEL has not been revised
since 1970. This document recommends expansitred¥lEL to include land just south
of Shady Grove Road near the Shady Grove Metrao8taand land south of Montrose
Road to the new Montrose Parkway. These aredsgical extensions of Rockville’s
existing boundaries and MEL.

The City has no annexation plan and no currenhtide to aggressively pursue these
new properties within the MEL. However, the Citpwld entertain and review petitions
from property owners, should they wish to be andarto Rockville.

Conclusion

Rockville is identified by Montgomery County ancetBtate of Maryland as being in the
center of a key growth corridor. The City leadansl residents see value in vitality-
enhancing growth, but not at the expense of impodaality-of-life measures. The City
will continue to invest in service and infrastrugt@reas for which it has authority, but
Montgomery County and Maryland must do the santbeir areas of authority and
service. The Municipal Growth Element has ideatfPublic Schools, Fire and Rescue
Services, Police and PROS (Parks, Recreation aed Space) as areas needing
attention from other levels of governments. Thouoghpart of this document,
Transportation and Water Resources are also in olgegiestments.

The City of Rockville will be proactive on behalffits citizens in ensuring that their
needs are met in these areas. The City will caetio use its core policy tools, which
include zoning and the Adequate Public Facilitiedi@ance, to achieve its goals with
respect to growth and quality of life.
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2) Introduction

In order for Rockville to grow in a manner thatv@hhance the City’s vitality, while
protecting and even improving the quality of liter £xisting and future residences, it is
crucial for Rockville to assess the potential intpaxf projected growth. By doing so,
Rockville will have a better foundation for polidgcisions and determinations regarding
investments in public services and facilities/isfracture. These assessments also need
to be understood and integrated into MontgomerynBoand State of Maryland policies
and investments, because those governments prdvet# and indirect service to
Rockville citizens.

The Municipal Growth Element (MGE) is a new reqmant of Article 66B of the
Annotated Code of Maryland as amended by HouselBall (HB 1141) in 2006. HB
1141 requires the addition of an MGE to a jurisgdits Comprehensive Master Plan
(CMP).

“The municipal growth element must examine pastgindrends and patterns. It shall
include a projection of future growth in populatiand resulting land needs based on a
capacity analysis of areas selected for future mpai annexation and growth. It also
requires an examination of the effects of growthrdrastructure and natural features
both within and adjacent to the present municiparid on future growth areas that may
be annexed”

Under the new requirements of Article 66B, munitips must:
» Complete an analysis of land capacity availabledarelopment, including infill
and redevelopment, and document the level of grantitipated at densities
consistent with its zoning ordinance and the CMP;

* Include a Municipal Growth Element in the CMP tbpécifies where the
municipality intends to grow outside its existimggorate limits. Once a
comprehensive plan growth element is in place fowaicipality, a
municipality’s annexation plan, if it has one, mhstconsistent with the growth
element of the municipalify

» Share with other planning agencies, especiallyehbat are affected and
adjacent, an annexation plan that is consistett Ngtgrowth element in the
CMP.

» Examine the interrelationships between land usetlaa@rojections for growth of
population and housing, and their impacts on publkdities and services. The
MGE needs to address in broad terms the expecteacinon the demand for

! http://www.mdp.state.md.us/PDF/OurProducts/PubibeetModelsGuidelines/mg25.ndj. 1.
2 http://www.mdmunicipal.org/documents/pubdocs/MupidAnnexationHandbook.pdf

(p. 6)
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public services and infrastructure resulting frdéma projected growth within the
municipal growth areas. Subject areas includeipsichools, public safety,
libraries, recreation, and the water elements.efOgkctions of the CMP provide
more detail on plans for enhanced community faedit

» ldentify the infrastructure needed to serve fugn@wvth and the anticipated
financing mechanisms available to support necegsaric services.

This document meets the goals and technical regeinés of the MGE, as described in
the Annotated Code (Article 66B, 83.05(a)(4)), bgdrporating all of the required
components in the methodology. Water and Sewesicsrand Storm Water
Management Systems are addressed separately\iatee Resources Element. The
requirement of identifying Rural Buffer and Traiit Areas does not apply to the City
of Rockville because of its location in an urbadizeea.

The initial deadline for meeting the requiremenadbdpting the Municipal Growth
Element for all municipalities in Maryland was Olto 1, 2009. The Maryland
Department of Planning (MDP) approved a deadlirteresion for Rockville until

October 1, 2010 (Appendix B), per the City’s requasprovided for in the legislation.
MDP has informed Rockville that, if this new deadlis not met, Rockville (just as with
any municipality) will not be permitted to rezoneperty until it has submitted the MGE
to the State. MDP has clarified that this pramisdoes not apply to zoning appeals,
variances and historic designations; it only agpl@changes in zoning classifications or
comprehensive rezoning.

This document also includes, and serves as Roels/dbmpliance with, the State
requirement to complete and adopt a DevelopmenadigpAnalysis (DCA). “Local
governments in Maryland are now committed to cohdad include a development
capacity (i.e. build-out) analysis when they updhtr comprehensive pland.”

The primary purpose of the DCA is to estimate ttewgh that is expected in a local
jurisdiction, including whether the available landhin a jurisdiction can accommodate
the projected demand. According to State of Manylguidance, the DCA is “an
estimate of the total amount of development that beabuilt in an area under a certain
set of assumptions, including applicable land asesland policies (e.g., zoning),
environmental constraints, ett.”

State guidance has provided local governments fleixibility regarding the approach to
the DCA. The City developed an approach, whicdulimitted to the Maryland
Department of Planning for approval. Appendicesn@ D provide the City's suggested
approach, and Maryland Department of Planning's@gd of this approach, which is
discussed in more detail later in this document.

3 http://www.mdp.state.md.us/PDF/OurWork/dev_cap/FiGaiidebook.pdfp. 2.
* http://www.mdp.state.md.us/PDF/OurWork/dev_cap/FiGaiidebook.pdfp. 3.
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The DCA is the foundation for the MGE in that th€M® provides the growth projections
upon which the MGE conducts analysis. The DCAdias been used as a foundation
for the Water Resources Element (WRE), in thatthaysis within the WRE also relies
on the DCA growth projections. The DCA does ngrresent a recommended level of
growth. Instead, it represents a projection of lgo@wth could occur given current
zoning and other policies.

This document is organized in accordance with tlaeylnd Department of Planning’s
“Models and Guidelines, Volume 25, Writing the Maipal Growth Element to the
Comprehensive Pla”’which provides guidance on the elements requodsk covered,
including how the DCA is incorporated into the a/s&.

® http://www.mdp.state.md.us/PDF/OurProducts/Pubibes/ModelsGuidelines/mg25. pdf
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3) Purpose, and Relationship to City’s Long-Term \&ion

There are local and State purposes for the MGEck®Rite's primary regulatory purpose
for completing the MGE is to comply with State regments, which includes the State-
required Development Capacity Analysis (DCA).

More fundamentally, the purpose of the MGE, andatationship to the City’s long-term
vision and plans, is to examine the interrelatigmslamong land use, population growth,
employment growth and municipal boundaries; andeteed impacts on public
facilities and services. From these results, ity Wil have a stronger basis for setting
land use and growth management policies in theduthrough a better understanding of
the multi-dimensional implications of change.

The broader State purpose of the MGE is to betaldembine the MGE-cited impacts
from the various local governments, in order tced®ine overall impacts that may
require State resources as a response. The $tdtryland may, for example, use this
information to determine the amount and locatio®aite transportation or park
resources needed to serve the growth that is peaiec

In addition, conducting the MGE at this point isagggically useful for Rockville. In
2009, Rockville completed the State-required 6-yegiew of its Comprehensive Master
Plan (CMP). A key result of that review was theyidiaand Council’s determination that
a broader revision of the CMP is warranted, begigm 2011. Having a completed
MGE, in combination with new 2010 Census data, pritlvide a strong basis on which
to begin the community outreach, visioning and piag process. It will also provide
key inputs for analysis that will support revisioinother CMP elements, including but
not limited to Transportation, Community Faciliti¢sousing and Economic
Development.

One of the most important impacts of growth is hoaffects water resources. The
DCA'’s growth projections have provided key inputhie State-required Water
Resources Element (WRE), which is being complatguhrallel with the MGE.

Furthermore, MGE provides a tool for the City t@dinate with other jurisdictions to
understand what is proposed near the City bourgjaarel regarding areas where
annexation is possible. When all local governmengépare their MGEs, all jurisdictions
have a better understanding of the intentions aadisgof their neighbors, which offers
the potential of better coordination among govemisie For Rockville, the MGE is a
tool to coordinate better with the City of GaitHarsg, Montgomery County, the State of
Maryland and the region; and for Rockville to paitiés interests.

In particular, Rockville is identified by Montgome€ounty and the State of Maryland as
being in the center of the key 355/270 growth clmmi Rockville also sees value in
vitality-enhancing growth, but not at the expensenportant quality-of-life measures.
Rockville will continue to invest in service andriastructure areas for which it has
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authority, but Montgomery County and Maryland miisthe same in their areas of
authority and service.

The City of Rockville will be proactive on behalfits citizens in ensuring that their
needs are met in these areas. The City will caetto use its core policy tools, which
include zoning and the City’s Adequate Public Faeg Ordinance, to achieve its goals
with respect to growth and quality of life.
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4) Process for Developing and Approving the MGE

The process for completing the Municipal Growthrigat of the City of Rockville’s
Comprehensive Master Plan involves a series of@lissteps, which are described in
greater detail in their respective sections in tlisument.

Step 1: Growth Projections and the Development €iapAnalysis - Develop
projections for Rockville’s population, householttlaamployment growth up to 2040,
based on the approved methodology for conductiadogvelopment Capacity Analysis.

Step 2: Link these projections to potential incesimsdemands on public services and
infrastructure resulting from this growth.

Step 3: Consider areas beyond the current City demigs where annexation would be
considered by the City of Rockville, were propestyners to petition the City to be
annexed. These areas are known as the City’s MariExpansion Limits (MEL).
Review existing MEL and determine whether expansiathhe MEL is recommended.

Step 4: Estimate population and household growththi® entire MEL.

Step 5: Produce public draft of document and seritlé State, surrounding jurisdictions,
and the public for comments 60 days in advance@Pianning Commission Public
Hearing.

Step 6: Planning Commission Public Hearing.
Step 7: Planning Commission review and recommeaodat Mayor and Council.
Step 8: Mayor and Council Public Hearing.

Step 9: Mayor and Council review, approval and éidognto the City’'s Comprehensive
Master Plan.

Step 10: Send completed, approved and adopted Mah@&rowth Element to the
Maryland Department of Planning.

Prior to the release of the MGE document, Rockwtédf met with the Maryland-
National Capital Park and Planning staff for distass on the City’s proposed
Maximum Expansion Limits. This document was depebbafter extensive discussions
with staff from Montgomery County Public Librariddpntgomery County Public
Schools, the State and the City of Gaithersbuf@pese discussions are ongoing and will
continue even after the adoption of the documertsure that the City of Rockville’s
Master Plan recommendations are included when amwydevelopment plan is proposed
within and in the vicinity of City limits.
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Public notification and the opportunity to provigstimony on the MGE have been
advertised through multiple means that meet andexkérticle 66B requirements. The
Public Hearing draft was sent in April to the Statédlaryland, various departments in
Montgomery County (Maryland National Capital Pagksl Planning Commission,
Montgomery County Parks, Department of General iSesvand Executive Office),
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Montggn@munty Police Department,
Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Services, Mongggr@ounty Public Schools,
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, MetrogolitVashington Council of
Governments and the City of Gaithersburg and a#lated agencies.

The City has followed all required protocol and kaseeded the requirement for
outreach and publicity of the document. The docurhas been posted on the City's
Web site since it was released. The City issuedreleases announcing the availability
of the document for review, distributed the documesing Rockville's listserv, and
published an article on this topic in Rockville Reg, the City’s newspaper that is
distributed to all Rockville Homes. All Rockvillelanning Commission and Mayor and
Council meetings on the subject were televiseacé&the release of the draft documents,
the public has had the opportunity to provide testiy by the following means:

* Online through the Web page, at
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/masterplan/elements

* Email to masterplan@rockvillemd.gov, giving fullma and address

* Mail to Long Range Planning Division, 111 Marylafidenue, Rockville, MD
20850

* In person at the City Hall, 111 Maryland AvenuecRalle, MD 20850, at the
Public Hearing conducted by the Planning Commisaiwhthe Mayor and
Council.
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5) Past Growth Patterns

The U.S. Census Bureau’s 2008 estimate of Rockyitlepulation was 60,734, making it
the second largest incorporated municipality in W&ard, behind Baltimore (636,919).
The Cities of Frederick (59,219) and Gaithersb&&){44) were the third and fourth
largest in Maryland, respectively. Rockville s®f010 estimated population is 62,476.

Rockville was incorporated as a city in 1860 byaahof the Maryland General
Assembly. At that time, Rockville was 73 acres aad a total population of 365. The
City is authorized under its enabling authorityatmex property. Over the years the city
has grown outward from its center through many aatien actions.

Following World War I, the presence of utilitiesyailability of land, and proximity to
Washington, DC, with good road and rail accessrsgua population and housing boom
in Rockville. The largest single annexation inmrerof land area occurred on June 1,
1949, when 2,210 acres were added to the Citygvi@tl by large-scale housing
development on that annexed land. Rockville’s atpan grew by 276%, or an average
rate of 13.6% each year, during the 1940s and 1986y new communities included
Twinbrook, Hungerford Town, Roxboro Estates andydem Park.

A series of factors promoted growth west of Rodkvitike (MD Route 355) in the

1960s, including a new interstate highway (I-27keding north from the Washington
Beltway (I-495), the extension of the Watts Bratrcimk sewer line west of the interstate,
the City’s 1960 Comprehensive Plan and the adomti@inew zoning ordinance.
Population growth averaged 5.1% annually during tleicade. In accordance with the
Plan and Zoning, pre-planned neighborhoods weliediuisuburban densities. Key new
communities included Woodley Gardens, College GadEallsmead, and New Mark
Commons.

Population growth slowed during the 1970s and 1980 arrival of Metro stations in
Rockville in the early 1980s, however, providediiddal connections for Rockville
with Washington, DC and the rest of the region. Targe annexations occurred to the
northwest part of the city during the 1990s. Rolik\annexed Fallsgrove (254 acres,
formerly known as Thomas Farm) and King Farm (4é@s) in 1993 and 1995,
respectively. Both King Farm and Fallgrove develbm a mixed-use manner, with a
mix of single-family, townhouse and multifamily rging; as well as office, retail,
schools and open space, all within walking distasfqaublic transportation. By 2000,
Rockville had grown to 8,320 acres in size (13.dasq miles) with a population of
47,399, and these projects had not yet been coeapblet

Population in Rockville has grown by an estimatedusl average of 2.7% since the
2000 census. This growth has come from two prinsanyces: 1) residential

®U.S. Census, Annual Estimates of the Resident [Rtpn for Incorporated Places in Maryland
" Round 8 Forecast Estimates prepared by City ok#ibe, CPDS
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development in areas annexed during the 1990s (Ramm and Fallsgrove), and 2)
“infill” development and redevelopment.

The 12.5-acre Rockville Town Square is a key exampkthe second type. The project
was completed in 2007, in implementation of the/€iTown Center Master Plan. This
mixed-used project included 644 dwelling unitsailétestaurants, offices, and public and
non-profit uses. The project is transit-orient@sljt is immediately across MD Route 355
from the Rockville Station that serves Metro, MARGntrak and Ride-One bus service.
Other examples of infill redevelopment included Hiiz and Congressional Village,

both adding housing along MD Route 355.

This mixed-use redevelopment of properties, whiath primarily been single-story
commercial uses, with higher densities resulteghimncrease in overall population
density. Whereas population density in Rockvitkel lfior the entire 2Dcentury been
under 4,000 people per square mile, the estima&i&@ Bopulation density is
approximately 4,600. Rockville’s overall densitgarly establishes it as an urban area
according to the U.S. Census Bureau’s definitiamictv judges 1,000 persons per square
mile in the “core census block groups” to be urbadidensity. Rockville exceeds this
density for the entire city. Since 2000, sevenal-scale annexations have occurred
bringing Rockville’s total square miles to 13.548p665.5 acres in 2010.

Table 2: Land Area and Population Density

CITY OF ROCKVILLE -LAND AREA AND POPULATION DENSITY
'YEAR |POPULATION LAND AREA (ACRES CiTY LAND POPULATION DENSITY
AREA IN MILES PERSQ MILE
1860 |365 73 0.2 1,825
1870 |660 134 0.2 3,300
1880 |688 139 0.22 3,127
1890 |1568 228 0.35 4,480
1900 |[1,110 354 0.55 2,018
1910 [1,181 354 0.55 2,147
1920 |1,145 354 0.55 2,082
1930 |1,422 354 0.55 2,585
1940 |2,047 466 0.73 2,804
1950 [6,934 2,753 4.3 1,613
1960 |26,090 4,473 6.99 3,732
1970 (42,739 7,047 10.9 3,921
1980 [43,811 7,146 11.16 3,926
1990 [44,835 7,744 12.1 3,705
2000 |47,388 8,320 13.4 3,536
2010 |62,476* 8,665 13.5 4,628*

Source for Population Data: US Census for 1860-2000
Source for Land Area data is from City sources.
*CPDS Round 8 Estimate for 2010

8 http://www.census.gov/geo/mwww/ua/ua 2k.html
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Figure 1 provides a graphic illustration of thewtio history for Rockville’s municipal
boundaries.

Figure 1: Annexation History

ANNEXATION HISTORY

JANUARY 24TH, 2006

Annexation Dates

[ ] 1803-1865
[ ] 1865-1943
[ 1943-1960
[ ] 1960-1980
[ 1980-2005
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6) Land Use and Zoning

This section provides a summary of how land isentty used in Rockville, and a
summary of the zoning that will guide how land viaél used in the future.

Considering that there is very little developalaled that does not already have some
level of development, the vast majority of all gtbvin the foreseeable future is expected
to come from redevelopment and increased denbitgn effort to manage this type of
future growth, the City recently updated and redige Zoning Ordinance. The new
Ordinance was adopted in December 2008 and incatgmland use concepts that
emerged during the development of both the mosintegersion (2002) of the overall
Comprehensive Master Plan (CMP), and a seriescaf [glans that were adopted into the
CMP, including Town Center, East Rockville, Lincétark and Twinbrook. The
Ordinance is designed to help shape a city tha@asiring toward full development,

while maintaining the high quality of life that thesidents of Rockville desire.

Protecting the integrity of the residential neightmnds where single-family housing is
predominant has been a consistent goal of prev@alysand neighborhood plans and will
remain a primary goal. With this goal in mind, giegle-unit residential zones have
been retained in the new Ordinance, with minor rincations.

Seven new mixed-use zones, representing approXyidigo of the City’s land area,
have replaced the former single-use commercialzof@ese new zones allow a mix of
residential, office and other commercial uses, anahge of densities, according to
location. The highest levels of density are preplo®r areas adjacent to Metro stations
and other public transit. Also, land use flexilyiNas codified in specific areas while
doing away with optional and overlay zoning catéggr

Figures 2 and 3, together with Tables 2 and 3,igeonformation regarding Land Use
and Zoning in Rockville. Land Use describes homdles being used currently,
regardless of zoning. Zoning describes the peenhitises for future development
projects. Though Land Use and Zoning are freqyeéh#d same on a given property, such
as for the majority of properties zoned exclusiVesidential, there are times when the
current Land Use is different than the Zoning. &ample, the Land Use category for
an existing shopping center along Rockville Pikksigd as “Commercial
(Retail/Wholesale)”, while the Zoning category isxed use.

Figure 2 and Table 2, together, provide a summbcywent Land Use categories.

Figure 3 and Table 3 provide a summary of Zoningeurthe new Ordinance.
Appendices F and G provide more details regardied_and Use and Zoning categories.
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Figure 2: Current Land Uses in Rockville
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Table 3: Existing Land Use

LAND USEs- 2007 ACRES | % OF TOTAL
RESIDENTIAL (ALL TYPES) 4,275 | 49.3%
UNDEVELOPED(E.G., FOREST, || 1,913 | 22.1%
WETLAND, PARKLAND,
PRIVATE GOLF COURSEY
INSTITUTIONAL 811 9.4%
INDUSTRIAL 694 8.0%
COMMERCIAL 628 7.2%
(RETAIL/WHOLESALE)
TRANSPORTATION 232 2.7%
COMMERCIAL MIXED-USE 114 1.3%
TOTAL 8,667 | 100.0%

SourcE City oF RockviLLE, CPDS

The largest land use is Residential, which coveeslg 50% of the City’s land area.
More than 22% of Rockville’s land area is undevelbpwith a large portion being

Attach A

protected forest, wetlands, or parkland that &ed\lito remain undeveloped. However,
some of the land listed as “Undeveloped” under lase has zoning that would permit
redevelopment. Important examples are the twaaggigolf courses (Lakewood and

Woodmont), which together account for more than &0@s of the undeveloped land.
Those properties are zoned R-400, which is a resaleone.

Table 4: Zoning Categories

CURRENTZONING ACRES %OF TOTAL

RESIDENTIAL (ALL TYPES) 3,653 51.4%

PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (RESIDENTIAL & 1,315 18.5%
COMMERCIAL)

MIXED-USE 1,022 14.4%

PARK 856 12.0%

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 184 2.6%

NO ZONE 80 1.1%

TOTAL 7,110 100.0%

SOURCE CiITY OF RockviLLE, CPDS, 2008 @NING MAP

Notes: The current Zoning Ordinance was adopt&®@8. Public rights-of-way, including roads, act n

included in zoning figures. This accounts for difference between land use and zoning totals.
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Figure 3: City of Rockville Zoning Map
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Additional information, on the zoning ordinanceglirding a full copy the zoning ordinance and mag an
description of zoning categories, is availablematv.rockvillemd.gov/zoning

In this document, both the current land use andtiméng are crucial to estimating
Rockville’'s growth, because most of Rockville’s gth will come from redevelopment.
Redevelopment frequently involves eliminating thierent land use to replace it with a
use or mix of uses that are now permitted undenéve zoning ordinance. The growth
will, then, be the incremental growth — the “nevévelopment minus the “old”
development.
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7) Development Capacity Analysis (Growth Projectior)

The core information upon which the Municipal Grovidlement (MGE) relies is the
projection for growth within the existing city linsiand within the areas where the
expansion of municipal boundaries could occur (Maxn Expansion Limits). The State
of Maryland requires that municipalities prepaf@evelopment Capacity Analysis
(DCA) to determine the amount of growth that carabsorbed, and that the DCA be
used as the base for the MGE to anticipate thedta@and needs arising from that
projected growth. This section fulfills this recerment.

It is very important to understand that growth projections presented in this document do
not represent recommended growth or recommendations for a particular type of
development pattern. They represent, instead, a forecast of what mayrdzased on
existing laws and assumptions that are discusde@vbe

Projection Methodology in an Uncertain World

City staff proposed to the Maryland Department laihRing (MDP) an approach for
preparing the DCA that rests on the City’s existimgthodology for projecting growth.
MDP approved this proposal in May 2009 (AppendiCeand D).

The City’s existing methodology has been employegat of Rockville’s participation

in the regional cooperative forecasting effort timat Metropolitan Washington Council
of Governments (COG) coordinates. The most refoeatast developed by the City was
COG Round 8, the results of which the City subrditte Montgomery County and COG
in October 2010. The COG Board of Directors adopite overall regional forecast in
January 2018.

The core of the methodology relies, first, on “beee data that estimates the current
amount of employment, population and householdse @aseline comes from both the
U.S. Census Bureau and in-house staff work. Ipamation for the DCA, MGE and
MWCOG Round 8, staff did a comprehensive countlaksidential units in the City,
and a thorough review of employment-generating sgfaotage (e.g., offices, industrial
buildings, etc.) in an attempt to develop a bditeseline.

After the baseline was established, growth wasnetéd based on the amount of
development that is projected to occur. In the teran, usually within 10 years,
forecasts rely mostly on individual projects thag anderway, are approved by the
appropriate authority (e.g, Planning Commissionydfand Council), or are expected to
occur. A key step to this exercise is to projbet5-year period when certain projects
will be completed and when the new buildings wéldccupied. The City’s population
(or employment) will only be projected to increageen a building is projected to be
occupied.

® This section provides a brief summary of the Gitigrecasting methodology and its relationshighto t
COG Cooperative Forecasting efforts. A more-dethdescription is provided in Appendix E.
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On a regular basis, staff must adjust these piojgcbased on project-specific changes
and, especially over the past two years, changdggeimarket for real estate and the
overall economy. Due to the dramatic change irr¢lakestate market over the past 2-3
years, quite a few development projects that wepeeed to be complete and occupied
by now have been delayed, modified or cancelled.a Aesult, near-term growth
projections have been modified downward.

For projection periods beyond 10-15 years intoftitere, there are very few specific
development plans upon which staff can rely in mglprojections. Staff must rely,
instead, on zoning, master plans, and qualitasgessments of development potential. It
is fully recognized that forecasts become moredpéee the longer into the future one
attempts to forecast.

In addition to the lack of specific projects upohigh to rely, there are many other
factors that will contribute to determining the amband location of growth in
Rockville. They include government policies andastments, as well as market factors.

Government policies and investments at the citynty state and federal level can and
do affect growth in Rockville. The City’'s Zoning@e, for example, has a significant
impact on the amount of growth that can occur; @rmhges in it could potentially make
large changes to the trajectory of growth. The'€idequate Public Facilities
Ordinance (APFO), adopted in 2005, also providdgythat can potentially affect
growth in Rockville. The APFO constrains growtlpifblic facilities do not meet
Rockville’s standards. The impact of the APFO haisbeen incorporated into these
projections because there is no existing methogdioglo so. Any growth constraints
related to the APFO, such as a local school exngexipacity, can be relaxed by policies
and investments that would once again permit tteebe growth.

Rockville is also affected by County and State@es and investments in infrastructure.
Particular importance should be placed on tranggiort investments, which can greatly
affect the extent and location of population angblyment growth. In this National
Capital region, decisions the U.S. government ma&garding federal buildings and
functions can have an impact on Rockuville.

Perhaps the most important factors affecting graavénthose that have impacts on the
broader regional and national economy and thetieguharket for real estate. Those
factors include interest rates, demographic tremasyigration, consumer tastes, and
many other factors over which the City of Rockvhias virtually no power.

As a final point, which combines both market antigydfactors, the City’s growth can
also be affected by what happens in the City’s ishiate vicinity. Most importantly, it is
unclear at this point how the large amount of prige growth over the next 30-40 years
in neighboring portions of unincorporated Montgoyn€ounty (White Flint Sector and
Gaithersburg West), or in the neighboring City @fitGersburg, will affect the City’s
growth; but the impact may very well be large.
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For the purposes of the MGE, and in order to geaedomecasts, this document assumes
that there will be general continuity of policy etbe next 30 years, and that there will
be sustained economic growth similar to historittggas over the past two decades. The
extent to which this assumption is true over tink lvave a direct impact on the
accuracy of the projections.

Generating Numbers from Development Projections

Household growth projections come from estimathmgriumber of residential units that
are expected to be built over the next 30 yeaid applying assumptions regarding the
number of people that tend to live in certain hogdiypes- Staff then diminishes the
estimates of total residential population, bothrenr and future estimates, by applying a
vacancy rate to multifamily units.

Employment growth comes from estimating the amadisguare footage of employment
space (offices, industrial space, retail, etc.) ith@xpected to be built, and applying
assumptions regarding the number of employeesabik in certain types of
employment spacé$. Staff diminishes these total numbers by applgingcancy rate.
The vacancy rate for 2010 has been elevated bastgw difficult economic
circumstances. Future vacancy rates are basetstoni¢al averages for the past two
decades.

Round 8 Forecasts for Rockville — Results of the DE

The Table, below, provides the Rockville Round #weates of population, households
and employment by 10-year increments, for the pe2i@l0 through 2040. Highlights of
the changes from 2010 to 2040 are as follows:

* Population is projected to increase by 34%, frondB@ to 83,929
* Households are projected to increase by 42%, fré;82Z to 34,509
* Employment is projected to increase by 41%, fron®44 to 105,403

10 Assumptions were developed in-house based on frputthe Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments (COG) and results from Census housaim#dor the City. Rockville assumes that 2.095
people live in each unit multifamily unit (e.g.,apments and condominiums); 2.597 people liverigls-
family attached homes (e.g., townhouses); and 2p@bple live in single-family detached homes.

' vacancy rates are taken from Census 2000 and €¢fate Surveys 2005

2 Based on input provided by COG and Maryland Natidtark and Planning Commission (MNCPPC).
Assumptions are: one employee per 250 squarerfegtice space; one employee per 400 square feet in
retail space; one employee per 450 square featlimstrial space; and one employee per 500 squetréfe
other space. The number of employees has beestigated for specific cases that do not fit neatly

any of these categories, such as schools.
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Table 5: Round 8 Forecasts, Rockville
2010 (est.) 2020 2030 2040 Chang %

2010- | Change
2040 2010-

2040
Population 62,476 71,874 77,644 83,929 21,433 34%

Household 24,327 28,784 31,509 34,509 10,182 42%
Employment| 74,549 91,600 99,403 105,4‘03 30,854 41%

112

Areas available for growth in Rockville are virtlyadll infill locations, where projects
will involve redevelopment of previously developgtes. At present, these areas are
overwhelmingly single-use commercial or single-affce/laboratory spaces, where the
zoning and market are likely to support mixed-lesterelopment.

The map, below, identifies locations where thisnglois expected. In general, growth
will be concentrated along the MD Route 355 and0-2orridors, with individual sites as
exceptions in other locations throughout the City.

Figure 4: Location of Future Rockville Growth

) Placeé"“wher&gmme growth is anticipated wifffin the City
: r @ e

b e

i ___i Rockville City Limits
1 HE Approved Projects
i:::;!_ Potential Growth Areas
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None of these growth areas are amenable to siagldyf housing, because of both
zoning and other site characteristics. As a rethdtvast majority of new housing in
Rockville is expected to be multifamily apartmeatssondominiums. As reflected in the
table below, multifamily projects are expected ¢098% of all residential development
in the City of Rockville over the next 30 years.

Table 6: Residential Forecast by Housing Type, Roei#le

Housing Type Existing (2010)  Forecast (204p) Cleang
Units #Population Units #Population Units #|Population
Multifamily 9,496 19,893 19,473 40,79% 9,977 20,901
Single Family Attachefd 3,44( 8,934 3,586 9,313 144 37¢
Single Family Detached 1,391 33,205 11,450 33,377 59 172
Others* 444 444 0 0
Total 24,327 62,476 34,509 83,929 10,182  21,45]

*Others include the assisted living category sushthe National Lutheran Home, which is classifisd a
group quarters by the census

Between 2010 and 2040, Rockville’s population tinested to increase from 62,476 to
83,929, an increase of 21,453. The number of Hmlde is projected to increase by
more than 10,000 from 24,327 to 34,509 from 2012040. Since the majority of the
growth is in multifamily housing, which consistgntias, on average, fewer people per
household as compared to single-family housinig, éxpected that average household
size in Rockville will decline over the next 30 yga

The following table presents the estimated existing projected employment growth in
Rockville by type of employment.

Table 7: Round 8 Employment Forecasts, Rockville
ExistingForecas{Chang

201Q 2040
Jobs | Jobs Jobs
Office 47,835 71,372 23537
IRetail 12,138 15,025 2,88]
lindustrial 5,564 6,743 1,174
Others 9,011 12,263 3,257

Total's 74,548105,403 30,85]

The total number of jobs in the City of Rockvills@referred to as “at-place
employment” is estimated to increase by approxitma&#,000 jobs from 2010 to 2040,
within the existing boundaries. A large percentagRockville’s workforce currently is
and expected to be in the office sector.

Most of Rockville’s current employment is along Reitle Pike, Research Boulevard
area, and 1-270. The industrial jobs are alonge3Ddve and Norbeck Road. Over the
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next 30 years, employment growth will be conceerttatlong MD Route 355 and at
Tower Oaks, King Farm and Fallsgrove.
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8) Impacts of Projected Growth

One of the key purposes of the MGE is to exploeeittpacts of growth on a set of
public services and infrastructure, to begin thecpss of planning for the long-term
future of the city. This section makes these lgdésa

This section makes linkages only to those categafi@npacts from growth that are
specified in the Maryland Department of Planningd@nce Document on the MGE.
Specifically listed are schools, libraries, polfaeilities, fire and emergency services, and
recreational land. Examples of areas not requard,therefore not covered in this
document, are social services and transportation.

Transportation, in particular, is of great impodarno a Comprehensive Master Plan; and
there is no question that growth has a significapact on the demand for transportation
resources. Furthermore, the type of expected ¢mawtiltifamily and commercial
development in a mixed-use redevelopment contekikely to require a changing
emphasis for transportation than was the case wdseential growth was predominantly
in single-family, single-use neighborhoods. Intjgaitar, this type of growth will offer
opportunities to expand multi-modal transportabpportunities; though the City expects
the automobile to remain the predominant use fefdheseeable future and limits the
traffic generated through development through thecuate Public Facilities Ordinance
(APFO).

The scope and complexity of transportation is fydmd the scope of the MGE.
Furthermore, decisions about the direction forgpmmtation in Rockville will require an
exploration of the city’s values and goals in tidgard. The City’s plan to engage in
broader revisions of the Comprehensive Master Béginning in 2011 offers the context
for this discussion.

This section also does not attempt to projectgeaict of growth in either the existing
Maximum Expansion Limits (MEL) or the areas tha proposed for MEL expansion,
which are discussed in the next section of thisidwnt. The City does not have an
assertive annexation plan. Instead, the Cityn@8pond if a property owner petitions the
City to be annexed. Were such a petition to odtwr City would conduct an analysis of
the impacts, both benefits and costs, involveduochsan annexation, in order to decide
whether to respond positively to the petition. fEhis no need or purpose to conduct a
broad-based analysis for the entire MEL, becauseetis no current expectation that the
entire MEL will become part of the City in the fgeeable future. Nonetheless, maps in
this section include the existing and proposed edpd MEL.

The City also is carefully monitoring the growtlaths projected immediately outside of
its borders, whether within the MEL or not. Thegkscale growth being promoted in
the newly approved plans for the White Flint Seetiod Great Seneca Sciences Corridor,

13 MDG Guidance document cites page number.
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as well as projected growth in the City of Gaitlersg), may, if not carefully
implemented, have strong impacts on the qualityf@bf Rockville residents. Though
this document does not include analysis of the otgoaf this growth, as it is not required
by State guidance, these factors should be takeragtount in the upcoming broader
revision to the Comprehensive Master Plan.

Public Schools

Summary of Schools and Enrollment

Public schools serving Rockville children are pdrthe Montgomery County Public
School (MCPS) System. MCPS is thé"1érgest school district in the United Statés.
The total number of students enrolled in the ergtygtem in the 2009-2010 school year
was 141,777. This number reflected an increag5#0 over 2008-2009, in which there
were 139,237 enrolled. From 2002-2003 through 220@0, there had been stability in
the MCPS enrollment totals, with minor fluctuations

Table 8: Enrollment in Montgomery County Public Sclools

School-Age Children
Montgomery | Children In Registered A9

County Montgomery MCPS Being Home

Year | Population* County*** Enroliment** | Schooled****
Data Not Data Not
2009 | 957,200 Available 141,777 Available
2008 | 948,700 164,617 139,237 2,365
2007 | 940,100 161,659 137,667 2,590
2006 | 936,500 165,919 137,746 2,242
2005 | 929,078 170,364 139,311 2,461
2004 | 918,562 168,251 139,310 2,268
2003 | 905,630 169,403 139,098 2,201
2002 | 891,789 167,704 138,879 2,034

* Estimates are from M-NCPPC, at
http://www.montgomeryplanning.org/research/dataalifyestimates_population.shtm

** MCPS enrollment data is for the school year thagins in the year listed. Thus, 2009 refer$i¢o t
2009-2010 school year. Data is fr@shools at a Glance for each school year, on MCPS’ Web site,
http://www.montgomeryschoolsmd.org/departments/i@guyaccountability/glance/

*** Estimates derived from U.S. Census, Americam@ounity Survey

***Data from MCPS Long-Range Planning Division. elher MCPS nor Rockville has comparable data
on private school enroliment, because there iegairement that MCPS be alerted when a child is
enrolled in a private school.

This relative stability of MCPS enrollment followsong-term trend of increased
enrollment, as shown in Figure 5. MCPS is alsgeating renewed increases in overall
enrollment in the next five years.

14 http://montgomeryschoolsmd.org/about/
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Figure 5: Enrollment in Montgomery County Public Sdools

Montgomery County Public Schools Actual (1982-2009)
and Projected (2010-2015) Enrollment
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The number of Rockville children enrolled in MCRS2009-2010 is shown in Table 9,
below:

Table 9: MCPS Students with Rockville Home Addresse

Total # Of
Grade Level Students
[Pre-K 189
[Elementary 3,599
Middle 1,054
High 3,021
Total 7,863

Source: Data extracted by MCPS staff, May 2010

School boundaries for neighborhood schools do rattimcity boundaries. The school
boundaries are organized along “High School “clgSten which elementary and middle
schools are associated with a particular high dctwod “feed” children into it. As a
result, some Rockville children attend their “ndighhood” schools outside of the city,
and some non-Rockville children attend their “néigthood” schools inside of the city.
Rockville children in MCPS attend the following:
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- Neighborhood/zoned schools located within Rodé&vil

- Neighborhood/zoned schools located outside okiRte

- Schools with special programs in which studenésnat bound by their
neighborhood/zone.

As examples, both Wootton and Rockville High Sceabvew students from schools that
are outside the city limits of Rockville, even tighuthey are in the home “zone” for that
school. In addition, students in the northerniseadf Rockville’s King Farm
neighborhood attend schools in Gaithersburg; stisdarthe southernmost portion of
Rockville attend schools in North Bethesda; andesamddle school students in the
eastern portion of Rockville attend Earl Wood Mel@chool, just outside of the city
limits.

MCPS also has many special programs that draw stsil®m beyond their local cluster.
Examples of such schools in Rockville include thtednational Baccalaureate program
at Richard Montgomery High School, the French Insiter program at Maryvale
Elementary, and the special needs programs atSaadburg Elementary and Rock
Terrace School. MCPS schools also have specigrgmts that attract Rockville
residents to schools outside of Rockville. Examjptelude, but are not limited to,
countywide programs for the deaf, highly giftedydaage immersion, humanities, and
math/science.

MCPS schools located within the city limits aregmeted in Table 10, below.

Table 10: MCPS Schools Located in Rockville

School Type School Name

High schools Richard Montgomery

Rockville

Thomas S. Wootton

Middle Schools Julius West

Robert Frost

Elementary schools Beall

College Gardens

Fallsmead

Lakewood

Maryvale

Meadow Hall

Ritchie Park

Twinbrook

Special Needs Schools  Carl Sandburg Learning Center
Rock Terrace School

Blair G. Ewing Center — Variety of Programs forpisi
with Special Needs
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Figure 6 provides a map of the MCPS schools widimd near Rockville. Appendix H,
which will be discussed in more detail below, pd®s a full list of all the
neighborhood/zoned schools that serve Rockvilleiklen, with associated data.
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Figure 6: Schools Within and Near Rockville
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As indicated in Table 8, in 2008 approximately 2®,0or 15%, of the more than 164,000
school-age children in Montgomery County did né¢érad MCPS schools. Neither
MCPS nor Rockville has data on enrollment in pevathools, but Rockville assumes
that most of those non-MCPS students attend pra@teols. A much smaller
percentage is home schooled.

Within Rockville’s city limits is a set of strongipate schools, which are attended by
both Rockville and non-Rockville children. Privatehools within Rockville serving K-
12 students, include the following:

Table 11: Licensed Private Schools Located in Rockie
SCHOOL NAME

Christ Episcopal Day School

Early Childhood Center

First Baptist Church WEE Center

King David Nursery School

Children of The Cross Preschool

Rockville Nursery School and Kindergarten
Rockville Presbyterian Coop Nursery School
St Elizabeth School
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Georgetown Hill ECC Woodley Gardens Campus
Good Shepherd Montessori School

St Mary’'s School

Aspen Hill Cooperative Nursery School
St Raphael Catholic School

Rockville Community Nursery School
Community School of MD Twinbrook
New Day Preschool

Goddard School Rockville

Twinbrook Christian Academy

Karma Academy for Boys

Charles E Smith Jewish Day School

Source This list is generated from Montgomery County DTE&@ata. City staff does
not guarantee that this list is complete.

Rockville children also attend private schools m&®f the city limits. Some children
are also are educated through Home Schoolingst@sllin Table 8.

MCPS Enrollment and Program Capacity

MCPS staff coordinates on a regular basis withQities of Rockville and Gaithersburg
and M-NCPPC (Montgomery) in an attempt to incorpwgaojections for new
development into the MCPS enrollment projectiomst & plan for new schools or
facilities, or to increase capacity as needed.

Figure 7 shows sites that have been reserved tiarefgchools within the new Rockville
communities of King Farm and Fallsgrove, and thiy 6i Gaithersburg; and sites
identified for future schools in Montgomery Coursty®hady Grove Master Plan. An
additional site has been identified south of WHiiat Mall in the White Flint Sector
Plan. Other sites have been discussed as polgigahg needed, including in
Montgomery County’s recently approved Great Ser@miances Corridor Master Plan.

Figure 7 also includes sites/buildings previousgdias schools within Rockville and

still owned by Montgomery County, as these sitaddaiavith significant renovation,
potentially once again be used as schools.
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Figure 7: Reserved and Closed School Sites in aneéar Rockville
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Appendix H provides data regarding all of the MGR&hborhood/zoned schools
attended by Rockville children. It shows overalt@lment, which includes Rockville
and non-Rockville children; program capacity, andel by MCPS; and information
regarding whether school enrollment is over or urlle program capacity.

In 2009-2010, 10 of the 20 schools serving Roc&\dlheighborhoods had enrollment of
more than 100% of the MCPS program capacity foseélschools, with 6 being more
than 110%. Of particular note were Beall ES andHh# Park ES, at 124% and 128%,
respectively; as well as Meadow Hall ES and WooH&) both of which were 116%.

The remaining 10 schools were under 100% of prograpacity, with Tilden MS and
Rockville HS notable for being under 80%. MCPSjgxts increased enrollment for both
of these schools over the next 5 years, thougkcheols are both expected to remain
under 90% of program capacity.

MCPS projections for 2015-2016 show a similar stargh an exacerbation of certain

school situations. MCPS projects 6 schools touss ©10% of program capacity in that
school year, but the following schools are projeédtebe even more highly over-capacity
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than they are at present: Beall ES (125%), RitBtaiek (141%), Twinbrook ES (134%)
and Meadow Hall (134%).

MCPS'’s policies regarding when expansion and/orenadation of schools occurs are
as follows:
* When a school is over its program capacity by @fsser four classrooms, the
study process is triggered.
» The MCPS Demographer looks at the school gradergegand year-by-year to
determine projected growth patterns.
» If warranted by projected growth, a Feasibility tus scheduled into the 6-year
CIP. This study is conducted to determine whanieds for the school are.
» Planning and construction money will then be alledahrough the CIP, based on
the results of the Feasibility Study.

Appendix H shows that four schools that serve Riblekmeighborhoods are currently
more than 92 students over program capacity: HelIRitchie Park ES, Wootton HS
and Frost MS. MCPS projections are that, in 20Q%5€] five schools will have met the
92-student trigger. They include the four elemgnsahools and one middle school in
the Richard Montgomery HS Cluster, plus Wootton H&adow Hall ES is projected to
be 91 students over capacity.

MCPS’s Long-Range Planning Division reports thaidsi for facility-planning

Feasibility Studies have been approved for additiorBeall, Ritchie Park and
Twinbrook Elementary Schools, and that constructioms are likely to follow the
planning efforts. Until construction funds are ep@d, however, no increased capacity
is shown in MCPS projections.

At the overall cluster level, both the Richard Mgornery cluster (108%) and the
Wootton cluster (112%) are significantly above pinegram capacity. MCPS projects
the Wootton cluster enrollment/capacity ratio t@rove by 2015-2016 (down to 102%),
but projects the Richard Montgomery cluster to detate to 112%, as all of four of the
cluster’'s elementary schools and the one middledqdulius West MS) are projected to
be more than 110% of program capacity.

Moreover, there is demand for residential growtRatkville, especially as the economy
emerges from the recent recession. Under theaCiRockville’s Adequate Public
Facilities Ordinance (APFO), development projehtd aire likely to generate new
children in the community may not be approved € lilcal elementary school is
projected to exceed 110% of program capacity irftéet year” (two years into the
future). As a result, the entire Richard Montgoynd6 Cluster is entering into a
condition of moratorium for family-serving residettdevelopment.

As can be seen in Figure 8, which shows the boigslaf the various clusters, the
Richard Montgomery Cluster covers much of the ame&Xockville that are projected to
absorb the city’s household and population growde (Figure 4) over the next 30 years.
Assuming that the City’'s APFO stays in place ircitsrent form, the projected growth as
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presented in the MGE’s Development Capacity Analyisicluding in the near term, will
take place only if MCPS provides sufficient schoapacity in this cluster.

Figure 8: High School Cluster Boundaries
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City concerns are consistent with the concernsligigted on page 3 of a letter from Dr.
Jerry Weast, Superintendent of Schools, to the ywmery County Board of Education.
This letter served as the introduction to 8uperintendent Recommended FY 2011

Capital Budget and the FY-2011-2016 Capital Improvements Program. The letter states
that “The Richard Montgomery Custer faces a possielvelopment moratorium because
greater than anticipated enroliment projectionthecluster will increase the elementary
utilization rate above the 120 percent threshdlde Recommended FY 2011-2016 CIP
includes funding in the Facility Planning to contfeasibility studies at Beall, Ritchie
Park, and Twinbrook elementary schools to deterrthirescope and cost of the proposed
additions at these schools. The unfortunate yeiglithat this cluster not only faces a
residential moratorium as a result of the counsglsool test, but also due to the City of
Rockville’s test, which is an even stricter tesfpon completion of the feasibility studies,
funding can be considered for inclusion next yaaghe Amended FY 2011-2016 CIP to
address the over utilization in this cluster.”
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MCPS must make addressing capacity issues in Rtelawery high priority.
Considering that 1) the Feasibility Studies fors#nechools are not yet completed; 2)
studies and construction can take years; 3) pexgeaterall MCPS enrollment increases,
and 4) current MCPS budgetary challenges, Rockiglextremely concerned that the
highly over-capacity conditions in these school igmain for many years to come.

Household Growth and Growth in Student Enroliment

Assuming that MCPS is able to address the capeléilenges in Rockville-serving
schools, and growth occurs as projected in the Dpugent Capacity Analysis, new
students will be added to MCPS schools. The MCGe8gss for estimating future
student enrollment that can be attributed to neuwshmy units employs standard “Student
Generation” factors. These factors vary basedendgion of Montgomery County and
on the type of housing unit, with the categoriesfésingle-family detached,” “town
house,” “multi-family garden,” and “High-Rise/Midise.”

Table 12, below, provides the factors that MCPS tisethe Southwestern Region of the
county, which includes four of the five Rockvillerging high school clusters (Richard
Montgomery, Wootton, Rockville and Walter Johns@s)well as clusters in Bethesda,
Potomac and Wheaton (the Bethesda-Chevy Chasecl@lhuUEinstein, Wheaton, and
Whitman clusters). It does not include the Gagbarg HS cluster, which serves the far
northern section of Rockville.

Table 12: Student Generation Rates in Southwestefdontgomery County

_ Factors (Number of students generated per housiity u
Housing Type Elementary Middle High Total (K-12)
Single Family 0.341 0.136 0.099 0.575
Detached
Town House 0.254 0.112 0.127 0.493
Multi-Family 0.119 0.034 0.043 0.196
Garden
High-Rise/Mid-Rise 0.042 0.039 0.033 0.114
W/Structured
parking
(Countywide Rates)

Source: 2008 Census Update Survey, M-NCPPC Depatii@ark and Planning

As indicated in Table 12, rates for High-Rise/Mis&development are countywide,
rather than being specific to a specific portionhef County. Since all of the projected
Rockville development that will be served by thatersburg HS cluster is in the High-
Rise/Mid-Rise category, the countywide rates atilva this portion of the city.

The forecasted total increase of housing unitsaokiille from 2010 to 2040 is 10,182.
Applying the factors from Table 12, by Housing Typeoduces the results in Table 13.
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Table 13: Estimated Increase in MCPS Students in Rd&ville, 2010-2040

Increase in Increase in Total
#of |Elementary Middle Increase in| Increase in
Housing| School School |[High Schoo] MCPS
Housing Type Units | Students| Students | Students | Students
Single Family
Detached 59 20 8 6 34
Single Family
Attached 146 37 16 19 72
Multi-Family Garden 0 0 0 0 0
High-Rise/Mid-Rise
/Structured parking 9,977 419 389 329| 1,137
Totals | 10182] 476 413 354 | 1,243

This methodology, which MCPS uses for assisting BF®C in its neighborhood
planning efforts that require projections beyongk&rs, produces a projected addition of
1,243 Rockville students to the MCPS system by 20@is total represents
approximately 5.8% of the projected population &ase of 21,453.

At present, 12.6% (7,863) of the City’s estimat@d @ population (62,476) is enrolled in
MCPS. Under the MCPS methodology, in 2040, 9,11@68%) of Rockville’s
population of 83,929 is projected to be enrolleMi@GPS (Table 14).

Table 14: Estimated Number of Additional DevelopmetiGenerated Rockville
Children in MCPS, 2040

Rockville Projected Population Growth — 2010-2040 1,433
Projected Added Number of Rockville Children in M&ERy 1,243

2040, based on MCPS Student Generation Rates
Rockville students enrolled in MCPS — 2009-2010 63,8
Projected Total Number of Rockville Children in MEP2040 | 9,106 (7,863 + 1,243)
Note: Projected Total Uses MCPS Student Gener&aias for SW Montgomery County

For various reasons, it is possible that the astomgpunderlying the forecasts could be
incorrect. A particularly important assumptiorthe lower level of children that MCPS
projects to be generated from High-Rise/Mid-Risadential buildings as compared to
other types of housing. The Student Generatioe$fat this category in Table 12 are
derived from countywide existing conditions andergcdevelopment projects, according
to staff in the MCPS Long-Range Planning Divisidrhe rates are used for their 5-year
forecasts. For a 30-year forecast, however, #uf may change. As Montgomery
County becomes more densely populated, and newRigg/Mid-Rise buildings
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increase as a proportion of overall developmem, possible that families with children
will choose increasingly to reside in High-Rise/MRise housing units.

An alternative scenario is that MCPS enrollmenta asoportion of overall Rockville
population, would remain similar to that which é¢gisurrently — 12.6%. If that were the
case, projected growth would be calculated asvi@io

Table 15: Alternative Estimated Number of Additiond Development-Generated
Rockville Children in MCPS, 2040

Rockville Projected Population Growth — 2010-2040 1,433

Assumed % of Rockville Population in MCPS 12.6%
Alternative Projected Added Number of Rockville [dnen in| 2,703

MCPS, by 2040
Rockville students enrolled in MCPS — 2009-2010 63,8

Alternative Projected Total Number of Rockville @hen in | 10,566 (7,863 + 2,703
MCPS, 2040

Note: Alternative Projected Total assumes constid of Rockville children in MCPS to overall
Rockville population, 2010-2040.

MCPS Long-Range Planning staff informed the Cityt®bpinion that, over time, it can
meet the expansion needs of either of these tweasios — an additional 1,243 or an
additional 2,703 students. This opinion is basethe combination of two factors: 1) the
ability of existing schools to expand, and 2) tkistence of sites reserved for future
schools. The City is also aware of buildings ircRalle within Montgomery County’s
ownership that were formerly used as schools, aashn Figure 7.

MCPS informed the City that its policy is to expaeidmentary schools up to a
maximum of approximately 740 students, as londghassites are sufficiently large.
Under this policy, for example, the two reserveshentary school sites could, alone,
provide 1,480 student positions. In the Richarchiomery HS cluster, expanding the
four over-capacity elementary schools to 740 sttedleach would provide a total of 828
additional positions. The projected 2015-2016daikiin that cluster is 565 positions,
meaning that expansion should be able to respotitetprojected capacity deficit.

Addressing capacity needs appears to be a chaltdngest, budgeting and scheduling
rather than the availability of property. Cert&ackville schools, especially in the
Richard Montgomery HS cluster, but also Woottona#h# Meadow Hall ES, need
investments now; but schools in Rockville will neman more investments in order to
accommodate projected growth. The City’'s APFO miélvent children-generating
development in large portions of Rockville unlgssse investments are made.

It is also important to note that factors othemthaw development play a large role in
actual student enrollment. MCPS Long-Range Plansiaff has informed the City that
the large majority of the growth in student enrahmin recent years has come from
existing homes, rather than new development. Bnoddmographic changes, including
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generational change within neighborhoods, fertiigties and immigration, can influence
enrollment trends.

Policy changes within MCPS also affect the progcapacity within schools. Recent
changes have included reductions in class sizertaia schools for certain grades, and
the shift from half-day to full-day kindergarteBoth of these changes have had the
effect of reducing program capacity relative torallesnroliment.

The City of Rockville strongly urges MCPS to deyeleetter projections models that
take into account factors other than new developnespecially for periods beyond its
current 5-year forecasting horizon. Otherwiseiadibns such as what has occurred at
College Gardens ES and Richard Montgomery HS wiltdpeated. In both of these
schools, recently completed construction projeatgetbeen followed soon after by
enrollments that exceed program capacity.

Higher Education

The City of Rockville has a great interest and esn@bout the ability of Montgomery
County and the State of Maryland to continue toaexjits offerings of colleges and
universities consistent with the growth in popuati There is one college within the city
limits of Rockville, and there are two additionaliversity resources just outside of the
city.

Montgomery College’s Rockville Campus is locatedw Route 355 north of
Rockville Town Center. This highly diverse and plaw campus, which is part of a
broader County community college system, has aollemnt of approximately 15,000
per semestét. The Campus serves students through Montgomeupt§o The College
is in the process of developing an updated 5-yaalities plan that will attempt to
address at least some of the large demand foensces.

Just across the border from Rockville toward thehweest is the Universities of
Maryland at Shady Grove, which is an amalgam ofelite” programs from universities
in other parts of the state. Their offerings dbcmnstitute a complete university.
Nearby is the Montgomery County campus of JohnskihgpUniversity, which offers
various academic programs, with a focus on bioseignengineering, education and
business. It also has long-term plans to builakgd Life Sciences Center focusing on
research and biosciences.

The County and the State must invest long-termuress to expand higher-education
opportunities as the populations of Rockville andntjomery County continue to grow.
Montgomery County has no complete four-year unitetbat serves its growing
population.

!5 hitp://lwww.montgomerycollege.edu/Departments/rpsitannualreports/AnnualReport2008. pdf
18 http://montgomeryschoolsmd.org/about/
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Public Libraries

Public Libraries in Rockville are provided by Mootgery County. The Montgomery
County Department of Public Libraries (MCPL) systeomsists of 21 branches serving
more than 950,000 county residents. Two libragnbhes are in the City of Rockville;
the Rockville Regional Library (65,000 square feetiRockville Town Center, and the
Twinbrook Library (25,000 square feet) on the e of the City. Other library
branches within five miles of Rockville include AspHill (16,100 square feet), Davis
(16,000 square feet), Potomac (16,000 squaredadtQuince Orchard (17,500 square
feet). In general, MCPL attempts to have brandigeat least three miles apart, though
the Rockville and Twinbrook libraries are slightipser to each other than that standard.

The American Library Association Standard states tihere should be 1,000 square feet
of library space for each 10,000 in population.e Tivo libraries in Rockville, with a

total of approximately 90,000 square serving a petpn of just over 62,000, have more
than 14 times this standard within the City. MGdRles not have its own defined square-
footage standard for provision of library facilgiand services, but uses information such
as circulation of holdings to determine if additbfacilities or services are needed.

Discussions with MCPL staff indicated their belieét current library services in
Rockville would accommodate the needs in Rock¥dlethe foreseeable future,
especially considering the recent opening (200Th@eiew Rockville Library. As a
result, there are no plans for a new library braidbe developed within the City’'s
boundaries. Preliminary discussions have been heldever, for two potential new
library sites in Rockville’s vicinity to accommodsatuture growth, in the Shady Grove
Sector planning area and in the White Flint Segtanning area.

MCPL is also aware of the evolving nature of howgde use libraries. With the advent
of electronic media and the Internet, it is higltely that libraries will be changing
away from their core historic model of being a ectlon of printed material toward a
different model that has different emphases. &sent, circulation of printed material
remains quite high, meaning that this evolution maisyet replaced the historic model.
This future is unclear, which makes it difficultpooject future needs in terms of square
footage. During the next 10-20 years, howevas, uinlikely that there will be a need for
a new library facility to be constructed in Rockeit®

7 http:/lwww.montgomerycollege.edu/Departments/rpsitannualreports/AnnualReport2008. pdf
18 Rockville is appreciative of the assistance predifbr this section by Rita Gale, Public Services
Administrator in charge of Strategic Management\Mi@PL.
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Figure 9: Libraries in Rockville
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The library needs will be discussed again as duthegevision of the Community
Facilities Section of the Comprehensive Master PlEime City will continue to work
with Montgomery County Public Libraries to ensunattCity residents are served
adequately by Public Libraries.

Police Facilities

The City of Rockville is currently served by thedRuille City Police Department in
conjunction with the Montgomery County Police Depant (MCPD). County Police
District 1 serves Rockville, though the resourcethe entire County Department are
available if needed. The City has a Memorandutdraferstanding with the County
outlining priorities and responsibilities.

Rockville Police Department is currently locatednaCity Hall. In 2008, the City
completed acquisition of a former U.S. Post Officeperty in Rockville Town Center,
one block from City Hall, for adaptive reuse as @ity Police Department. Completion
of the construction is expected in 2011.

As of the date of this report, the Rockville Poligepartment has 57 sworn officers,

serving the estimated 2010 Rockville populatio®2#76, for a ratio of 0.91 officers per
1,000 residents. In 2009 the Montgomery Countycedbepartment reported in its
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Performance Plan that it maintains a ratio of Wars officers per 1,000 residerits As
a result, the City of Rockville has at its disposalould it be needed, an effective ratio of
2.11 sworn officers per 1,000 residents.

The national standard of the International Assammadf Chiefs of Police is a ratio of 2.6
officers per 1,000 residents, though deploymenethas local needs is more important
than meeting that national standard. As comparéargie counties in the Washington,
DC region, Rockville is relatively well served, esfally considering its low level of
major crimes. According to the Montgomery Countyiée Department Performance
Plan, Prince George’s County Police Departmentlhasnd Fairfax County (VA) Police
Department has 1.4 sworn officers per 1,000 ressden

Rockville’s projected increase in population of epgmately 21,000 residents by 2040 is
expected to increase the required number of pofiteers. Were the Rockville Police
Department to maintain its ratio of .91 officers pg00 residents, there would be a need
for 19 additional sworn officers by 2040. Maintaipthe overall City-County effective
rate of 2.11 would require the County to add swafficers at a rate that would maintain
its current ratio of 1.2 as the County populatioovgs, while at the same time the City
maintained its own proportionate growth.

The Rockville Police Department cautions againstt#ishing a planning approach that
relies too strictly on formulae of this nature. mdactors will affect staffing needs, and
are impossible to predict over a 30-year periode (nportant consideration is that,
while Rockville’s past growth has had a predomimaoicsingle-family detached housing
in residential neighborhoods, much of the recamd, the large majority of future,
population growth is expected to occur in multifgniiousing in more of a mixed-use
context. Itis as yet unclear how this change afikct staffing needs over time.

Furthermore, the future geography and demograiiceme cannot be accurately
predicted. There have been large swings in cravel$ in the last 20 years, both in
Maryland and around the country. In addition, textbgy has helped to increase the
efficiency of each police officer in recent yeasd this trend is expected to continue.

As a result, while Rockville expects that increagegulation will generate a need for an
increased numbers of police officers, the appro@it@vels of staffing for the two police
departments will depend upon locally tailored sohs to meet local conditions at that
time. Completion of the new headquarters for thekiRitle Police Department is
expected to provide sufficient space for the depant through 2040, even with an
increase in staffing proportionate to its curranés The City will continue to collaborate
with Montgomery County Police Department and thete&sand strive to maintain
excellent levels of service in the future for Rodkwesidents.

19 hitp://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/content/EXEC/ltdfs/mcpd_performance_plan_09.pof 5
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Figure 10: Police Facilities in Rockville and Vicirty
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Fire and Emergency Medical Services

Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Services (MCHR®)ides fire suppression and

emergency medical services, as well as rescueadaited services, to Rockville.
Rockville does not provide this service as pait©municipal government. Since fire,
rescue and emergency medical services transcenitipaliboundaries and are provided
to an area larger than the City itself, serviceelevare impacted not only by development
within the City but also by development throughthé service areas. Over the next 30

years, a great deal of development is projectel Wwahin and just outside of the city.

MCFRS plans for new stations and renovations dafterg stations through itSre,
Rescue, Emergency Medical Services, and Community Risk Reduction Master Plan, which is
generally updated every 5 years. Montgomery CoQuaiyncil adopted the most recent
update to the Master Plan in March 20T®e Plan is MCFRS’ approach to meeting the
needs and expectations of its county custometbgiareas of programs (both emergency
and non-emergency), apparatus and equipmenttigiland training. The

recommendations provided in the plan take into astbothexisting conditions and

growth projections provided to them by the Montgoyn@ounty Planning Department

(M-NCPPC).
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MCFRS has determined that both fire stations ctgevithin the city need either
renovation or replacement; and a new station islee@ist outside of the city,

The two fire stations within Rockville boundariee &tation 3 at 380 Hungerford Drive
and Station 23 at 121 Rollins Avenue, though otli@tions are available to supplement
service in Rockville, as needed.

Station 3 is in the center of Rockville and semsstly Rockville, though it is available

to support other County efforts as need&tere is an existing plan to expand and
renovate this fire station, though City staff hesoavorked in partnership with Fire and
Rescue personnel to explore whether there is aldaisite for a new station in or near
Rockville Town Center that would provide the besstponse times for the Station 3
service area. To date, no suitable site has merdfat a reasonable cost. This challenge
can be viewed as reflective of the general ressuhallenge of retrofitting and/or
expanding existing infrastructure to accommodagegibals of infill development.

Station 23 is near the southern border of the &ity serves primarily the southern
portion of Rockville plus the high-density unincorpted White Flint sector and the
surrounding residential and office districts; thbug too, is available for support
countywide. The recently completed revision to kmmery County’s White Flint
sector plan is expected to facilitate a large iaseein residential and office population
over the next three decades. Montgomery Courgtuidying how best to adjust Fire and
Emergency Medical Services in response both tethmeseases and the growth that
Rockville is projecting along the city’s portion thfe Rockville Pike (MD Route 355)
corridor. Under consideration is a new and expdrsdation in a different location,
perhaps south of the city, which would enhanceisesvo the broader area.

Montgomery County also expects a significant amadimésidential and office growth
immediately beyond the Shady Grove Road borderookRlle, to the northwest of the
city. As part of that planning, Montgomery Couhigd proposed, in its FY 11-16 CIP
Budget, construction of a new fire station at tbetmvest corner of Darnestown Road
and Shady Grove Road. This new station, which d/bel very close to the city
boundary, would serve nearby Rockville neighborlsad well as the existing and new
communities in unincorporated Montgomery Countytiiermore Montgomery
County’s Shady Grove Master Plan calls for anottesv fire station in the vicinity of the
intersection of Shady Grove Road and MD 355. dneok, this station will provide
improved response times to northern sections okRRlbe, which are now served by two
of the busiest sections, one in downtown Rockwtd the other in Gaithersburg.
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Figure 11: Fire and Emergency Facilities in Rockvle and Vicinity
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As a result of this service being Montgomery Coimitgsponsibility, and of the amount
of expected growth surrounding Rockville being mlarger than the expected growth
within Rockville, the City does not have a formida calculating how the projected
approximately 21,000 increase in Rockville’s popiolaover the next 30 years will
affect service needs in terms of either numbetaifans or apparatuend equipment.
Rockville has provided its projections to Montgogn€ounty and participates in the
process of solving targeted problems within its rogpal responsibilities.

However, Rockville’s authority with respect to lanske provides the municipality the
ability to ensure that new developments have sefiidire service before approving the
project. Of primary importance for performance sweament is the amount of time it
takes to respond to an emergency. Rockville itsésdequate Public Facilities
Ordinance (APFO), which was adopted on Novemb&0Q@5, to ensure that new
“higher-risk” developments have sufficient servicehe provision states: “Certain
higher-risk uses shall be allowed only where aregiponse from 3 stations within 10
minutes is possible. Such uses would include dshbospitals, nursing homes, and
places of assembly seating more than 560To date, no project has been denied based
on this standard. A recent analysis conductecheyMCFRS shows the areas in the City

2 City of Rockville Adequate Public Facilities Stamds, Adopted November 1, 2005, p. 9.
2L City of Rockville Adequate Public Facilities Stamds, Adopted November 1, 2005, p. 9.
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that are served by 1-2 Fire Stations and areasthagerved by 3-7 Fire Stations. The
areas served by 1-2 Fire Stations are a conceaubeaises such as schools, hospitals,
nursing homes, and places of assembly seating thane500 will be prohibited under
the current APFO. According to MCFRS, these acd@®ncern, which are shown in
Figure 12, can be eliminated if the proposed fiati@n at the intersection of Shady
Grove Road and MD 355 is constructed and operdtitravhich the City is
recommending that the County approve funding iI€i8 budget. The City will
continue to work with MCFRS, to monitor respongeds and equipment capabilities. In
that regard, the City strongly encourages MCFRtake into account projections for
future traffic congestion when planning its facdgt, to ensure that traffic does not
degrade response times. The City will also comstitmuiimplement its APFO on new
developments to ensure that short response timadegluate level of service level is
maintained or improved over time.
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Figure 12: Fire/EMS Stations within 10 Minutes Respnse
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Recreational Land and Open Space

Existing Conditions
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Rockville contains a large amount of public and@te recreational land and open space,
both within the city limits and in the immediateiiity. There are 1,199 acres of parks,
open space, and recreational land within Rockwélteording to the City of Rockville’s

Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Plan, wiaisapproved by Mayor and
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Council on March 15, 2010. This number include4 &éres for school sites within
Rockville, and 130 acres at Redgate.

The City’s goal for open space is 18 acres foreted00 residents. The City is
presently exceeding that goal, with a total of &¢@a per 1,000 residents, based on an
estimated population of 62,476 in 2010. Furthesmnorost Rockville homes are less
than one-quarter mile and/or within a 10-minutekwfedm a city park or open space.

Table 18: Parks and Open Space in Rockville, 2010

IParks and Open SpacgNumber of Site |Acreage
ICitywide 14 407
Neighborhoo 36 152
Athletic 7 122
Open Space 12 354
School Sites 17 164
Total 86 1,199

Source: City of Rockville’s Parks, Recreation ame® Space Plan, 2010

As a practical matter, however, Rockville residetdshot consider the jurisdictional
boundaries as providing their only local parks apdn space resources. There are very
large resources of this nature in the stream valdand forests surrounding Rockville,
including the 1754-acre Rock Creek Park abuttimgestern border of the City and
stretching south into Washington, DC; the 540-a€ahin John Regional Park just south
of city; and the 438-acre Watts Branch Park, witiak a portion in the City but the
majority of which continues beyond the city limitsthe southwest. There are also many
smaller local parks in very close proximity to Rueitle, of which Rockville residents

take advantage. These resources are owned byahgavid National Capital Park and
Planning Commission, which also has a local sergi@erery responsibility. Together,
both jurisdictions provide resources that greatlyeed Rockville’s target and are able to
meet the broader State of Maryland’s target ratti®0oacres of parkland per 1,000
people, with a minimum of 15 acres being ownedhgylocal jurisdiction itself. In
addition, the entrance to the 6,300-acre Senecak(S3tate Park is 8 miles from
downtown Rockville.

The greatest current deficit is in particular aregthe city, identified through the PROS
Plan process, as being underserved in terms df packs within walking distance of
homes. These neighborhoods include East RockW¥ianbrook, portions of Town
Center, and residential developments along Ro&kike.
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Figure 13: Parks and Open Space in Rockville and ¥inity
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In addition to parks and open spaces, the City@ilegides and maintains indoor
facilities, including the Rockville Municipal Swi@enter, and seven activity and
community centers. A full listing of these resascan be found in the PROS Plan. In
addition, many neighborhoods operate privately alfiaeilities (e.g., resource centers,
swimming pools, ball courts and clubhouses), priogdurther recreational amenities.
Having an adequate park infrastructure is essetotiadaintain the quality of life for City
residents. Future growth in the outskirts of thiy @ill exert additional pressure on
existing parklands in the City. The City will camie to collaborate with the County and
State to ensure that the PROS standards are m&ahdille resident’s quality of life is
not compromised.

Future Needs

If Rockville’s population grows by approximately,200 by 2040, as projected, the City
would need to add 378 acres to its inventory okpand open spaces in order to
continue to meet the City target of City-owned t8a per 1,000 people. This standard
is a significant challenge given the scarcity aost ©f vacant land in the City. The Parks
Recreation and Open Space (PROS) plan recommehnalethé City would need to add
142 acres of parkland and open space by 203there are no current opportunities for

22 City of Rockville Parks, Recreation and Open Spile, September 2009
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large-scale cost-effective acquisition in this mobtiilt-out City. It is expected that the
above-mentioned MNCPPC resources immediately aitsidRockville will continue to
service the citizens of Rockville, thereby provglsubstantial local and regional park
resources. It is important to recognize, howetlhat Montgomery County is also
projecting significant population growth in uninporated areas near Rockuville.
Rockville and MNCPPC will both need to keep tratlpark usage and resident demands
as the population grows and usage patterns change.

The most pressing need in the context of mixedredevelopment is expected to be
ensuring the availability of open space within viladkdistance of multifamily homes.
Some of the goals can be met by Rockville’s resuoéet, with exceptions, that a
proportion of the land area on development pateeldedicated for open space.
However, this approach is not always the most gpate or strategic way to provide
open space. First, not all sites can accommotaeét-aside. Furthermore, assembling
larger parcels can frequently provide a far betteource for the community than a series
of small plots. As a result, Rockville is workitmestablish a system by which some
developers may contribute a fee to the City, in bé providing the open space, to
provide some funding for open space acquisitidns mot expected that this source will
be sufficient to meet all of the needs.

Another approach is to continue to construct popkeks and open space throughout the
City such as Courthouse Square Park, which has\mgrsuccessful, and offer
opportunities to develop “paper” streets, rightsmaly and street corners into usable open
spaces.

Rockville is prepared to be innovative, but recagsithat there will be a great challenge
to provide open space in the context of growthughoinfill development. As a result,
the City will need additional resoureésym the City, County and State.

The challenge to provide additional neighborhocalesopen space is even greater in the
more-established and mostly built-out neighborhamdsast Rockville and Twinbrook,
where there are very few realistic opportunitiasgimperty acquisition.

Impact on Sensitive Environmental Features

There is no expectation that population and empéyngrowth in Rockville will have a
significantly detrimental effect on sensitive evimental features beyond impacts that
already exist. As previously noted, the large mjf future development will take the
form of redeveloping existing single-use properitesommercial areas; and Rockville
has no plan to permit expansion of the extent eEtigpment beyond areas that have
already been developed.

In fact, a goal that is increasingly codified indRuille ordinances is that the
environmental performance of redevelopment sitesbeaenhanced through the
redevelopment process. The City is committed teeldping in an environmentally
sustainable manner. In addition to complying vailliState regulations, Rockville
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adopted the “Strategy for a Sustainable RockvilkeOctober 2007. The Strategy lays
out an eleven-point program aimed at incorporasungtainable practices into City
policies and programs. A new Zoning Ordinance ipocating sustainable land use
practices was adopted in December 2008, and tlyadit the process of developing a
building code with greatly enhanced “green” feagure

Information on these topics can be found at theegtuable Rockville Web site, at
http://www.rockvillemd.gov/environment/index.html

Of primary importance for Rockville are the threatarsheds within the City boundaries:
Watts Branch, Rock Creek, and Cabin John Creekh Batershed has a management
plan that is reviewed and updated on a regulaspagiich can sometimes result in
changes to regulations. Stream-valley parks irmatpg natural stream buffers are a
feature of many neighborhoods; and the John G. $lBgeest Preserve preserves 120
acres of forestland and open meadows. Rockvikegeld member partner of the
Chesapeake Bay restoration initiative and partiegp@n the Lower Potomac Tributary
Team sponsored by the Maryland Department of NBRgaources.

There are no agricultural lands either within th/'€ borders, or in the surrounding
areas.

In summary, Rockville is very cognizant of the enmmental impacts of growth, and is
committed to developing and enforcing a set ofgyed that will minimize the impact of
growth on the environment.

Other Public Services and Infrastructure
As discussed, other public services and infrastrecire also greatly affected by growth.
They are mentioned briefly in this section.

Water and Sewer Facilities

Rockville residents are served by the City of Rakkéand Washington Suburban
Sanitary Commission to meet their water and seweds. The Water Resources
Element (WRE), prepared in conjunction with the M@tlicated that Rockville has
adequate drinking water available for its curramd &uture populations projected for
2040. However, Rockville is taking substantiapstéo upgrade the water treatment plant
and distribution system as well as curbing perteapater consumption. At this time,
there are no anticipated wastewater capacity ideuese City or WSSC.

Rockville is part of three sub-watersheds, the Rodek, Cabin John Creek and Watts
Branch. Rockville has stringent regulatory corgrtol prevent water quality degradation
in these sub-watersheds. A detailed discussiovatér capacity, sewer treatment
capacity and availability of drinking water supglyurces is contained in the Water
Resources Element.
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Transportation

Although it is recognized that growth and transgon are interlinked, estimating the
effects of growth on transportation infrastructumgds and public transit is beyond the
scope of this document. The subject will be adsrdsnore broadly in the context of the
broader revision of Master Plan, where such comigiexes as traffic congestion, road
and parking areas, pedestrian movement, cyclirgsatgp generation, transit systems
and other areas of concern within Rockville neebdaancorporated within the context of
quality-of-life, growth and mobility goals.

Financial Mechanisms to Accommodate Growth

The infrastructure and services required in ordexdcommodate the projected growth in
Rockville will require significant financial resazgs from a variety of sources. Services
and infrastructure in Rockville are funded by theyQViontgomery County and the State
of Maryland, depending on the responsibility. Téestion will discuss in general terms
the financial mechanisms that are available to Ridek

City of Rockville Funds

The City’s Operating Budget and Capital Improverad?riogram (CIP) budget together
serve as the annual financial plan for the Citw tlde City's population grows and new
development or redevelopment occurs, the City'srmeg and expenditure budgets will

likely increase, assuming that tax rates and fee®im in a similar range as they are at
present, controlling for inflation.

The City's total budget is divided into twelve ogteérg funds. The City's largest fund is
the General Fund, which is the primary operatinglfaf the City and is used to account
for all financial resources except those requicedd accounted for in another fund
(special revenue fund or enterprise fund). ManthefCity's administrative functions are
supported through this fund. The major revenueesuior the General Fund are
property tax, income tax, hotel tax, tax duplicatgayments from Montgomery County,
and charges for services.

The City strives to develop and maintain a divezdifand stable revenue stream to avoid
becoming overly dependent on any single type oémee and to minimize the effects of
economic fluctuations on revenues. The major Géienad revenue sources that are
directly related to increases in new developmedtiaoreased population include
property tax (both real and personal), income waxch is included in the category
“Revenues from Other Governments” in the Tablepwgl and charges for services. The
City's largest source of General Fund revenueakpmperty tax. Residential properties
make up approximately 60% of real property tax nese while commercial properties
make up approximately 40%.
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||Genera| Fund Revenues Actual FY09 % of Total
IProperty Taxes 34,526,050 559
||Licenses and Permits 1,606,198 3%
||Income Tax 10,438,811 16.69
Revenues from Other

Governments 7,362,671 11.79
||Charges for Services 5,473,186 9%
||Fines and Forfeitures 648,477 1%
||Use of Money/Property 330,784 1%
Other Revenue 2,451,549 4%
Total 62,837,728 1009

The City’s six enterprise funds, Water, Sewer, RefwParking, Stormwater
Management, and Red Gate Golf Course, operatecadiat for their transactions in a
way similar to private businesses. On an annuaspte City sets fees and rates for the
enterprise funds at levels that fully cover debvise requirements as well as operations,
maintenance, administration and capital improvemests, except where the City is not
the sole provider of the service and competititeganust be taken into consideration.
The main source of revenue for enterprise fun@i®m charges for services. The
revenue from charges for services will increase tivee as usage volume increases
and/or if rates are increased in a manner thahdbeesult in significantly decreased
usage volume. For systems that require capitakinvents to accommodate growth, a
combination of development construction and impees, along with long-term fees,
provide resources for these investments.

Table 18: Sources of Enterprise Fund Revenues, FY09
[Enterprise Fund Revenupéctual FY09 % of Tota|

ICharges for Services 19,486,864 85%
Other Revenue 2,246,183  10%
Transfers In 1,073,000 5%

Total 22,805,547 1009

The Capital Projects Fund, the primary fund thaipsuits the CIP, is used to account for
financial resources used for the acquisition orstarction of major capital facilities and
general capital construction, including: streetskp, and public buildings (other than
those financed by enterprise funds). The Capitgjelets Fund budget is mainly funded
from four components over a five-year period: debgh ("pay-go" transfer from the
General Fund), government grants, and developérilbations.

The City strives to maintain a high reliance on-gayfinancing for its capital

improvements in order to maintain debt within pmidenits. When issuing debt is
prudent or necessary, each debt issue is accontplayian assessment of the City’s
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capacity to repay the debt. This assessment addrdise effects on the current operating
budget, as well as identifies the resources thihbeiutilized to repay the debt over time.
In addition, it is the City's policy that long-tefdmorrowing will not be used to finance
current operations or normal maintenance and willf be considered for significant
capital and infrastructure improvements.

Table 19: Sources of Capital Projects Fund RevenueBY09

ICapital Projects Fund Reveny@stual FY09|% of Total
|Grants/Gov’t Revenue 4,349,929| 32%
lUse of Money/Property 191,096 1%
Other Revenue 374,110 3%
Transfers In / Pay-go 8,533,695| 63%
Total 13,448,830 | 100%

Montgomery County

Montgomery County has primary responsibility fondiing key areas related to growth,
such as public schools, libraries, Fire and Emerg&ervices, portions of
Transportation, and many other services beyonddbpe of this document (e.g., health,
social services).

Funding comes from a similar mix of funds as fa @ity, from the General Fund,
service charges, transfers from other governm@&itad and Federal), impact fees
charged to developers, and other sources. Fir&aratgency Services receives
additional human resources through its inclusionadfinteers in its service provision.

Rockville provides growth projections to Montgom&gunty for it to use in long-term
projections for service and infrastructure demantsose projections are key also inputs
to the County’s capital improvements program.

State of Maryland

A series of State programs are available to aBsiskville in providing and ensuring
services in the context of regional and local growthey include Program Open Space;
Transportation resources for both State Highwaysteansit; funding for education;
infrastructure grants for water protection; and mowre.

Rockville will continue to work closely with Stat®unterparts to identify opportunities
for State participation.

Private Resources and Public-Private Partnerships

Recent large-scale developments in Rockville hagkided requirements that the
developers deliver new infrastructure along with phivate development. Fallsgrove,
King Farm and Twinbrook Station all included coaostion of roads, water, sewer lines,
stormwater management facilities, open space, tret mfrastructure and amenities.
The City has complemented their investments witblipunvestments. In King Farm,
the City complemented the new private developmetft the new Mattie Stepanek Park,
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which opened in 2008. In Fallsgrove, Rockvillecdisiilt the Thomas Farm Community
Center, which opened in 2009.

As Rockville’s growth moves toward redevelopmenis ianticipated that the
development community will incur a significant gort of the costs of upgrading or
replacing inadequate infrastructure, and will datkdand for public facilities and open
space.

Some of these private resources will also comeutiitdhe impact taxes that
Montgomery County imposes to fund both schoolsteaific mitigation. As a
municipality within Montgomery County, the City Bfockville does not have the
responsibility of funding school construction aefand rescue facilities.

In summation, the future growth of Rockville shobklbased on policies that attempt to
ensure that growth pays for itself. The City aicRville can remain financially stable
during future growth periods by working with devedos, Montgomery County, and the
State of Maryland to ensure that all parties ctreyr appropriate responsibility for
continuing the high quality of life in Rockuville.
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9) Future Land Needs and Boundary Expansion

Article 66B requires that the Municipal Growth Elemt discuss the potential for
expanding municipal boundaries. Once the elemasbleen completed, any plan for
annexation must be consistent with the MGE. Thg @es not, at present, have an
annexation plan. Property owners may engage thef@itheir desire to be annexed into
the municipality, however the City of Rockville doeot seek out individual properties to
be annexed Furthermore, State law requires that, in mostsahe property owner be
the initiator of any annexation. The Annotated CotiMaryland, Article 23 A, Section
19, prescribes procedures for enlarging municipahdaries™

Nonetheless, Rockville has a long history of exjragas boundaries. This section
provides a framework for how Rockville will consideotential expansion, organized as
follows:
- State-required discussion of future land neelddeae to projected residential
demand**
- Current opportunities for annexation
- The City’s existing and recommended new Maximuxpadhsion Limits

Future Land Needs

At present, the City of Rockville does not have amentified future land needs that
require expansion of municipal boundaries. Thewjnan residential, commercial and
other development in Rockville that is projectethased on the City’s existing land,
current zoning and other factors, and can be acamfatad within the existing City
limits. There is no demand-based approach thatdvordject growth beyond the City’s
current boundaries.

Current Opportunities for Expansion/Annexation

Recently passed State legislation associated wotisgl Bill 220 and Senate Bill 350
permits municipalities with an opportunity to undeally annex unincorporated
properties if the land proposed for annexationasi®s or less and partially within the
City boundaries. The City is currently reviewirg tsmall area annexation provisions to
consider annexing eligible parcels along Twinbr&akkway, and along E. Gude Drive
and Southlawn Lane.

The City is also reviewing existing stipulationgaeding the unincorporated Hectic Hill
enclave, which is entirely surrounded by land witRiockville, to determine whether
there is an opportunity to annex these properdigsyell as both the benefits and costs of
doing so.

23 http://www.mdmunicipal.org/documents/pubdocs/MupiAnnexationHandbook.pdMunicipalities
may annex unincorporated territory contiguous o agjoining the municipal boundaries, but may not
annex land within another incorporated municipalin annexation also should not create an
unincorporated enclave within the City that is eurrded on all sides by property within the munitipa
2 http://www.mdp.state.md.us/PDF/OurProducts/PulibeesfModelsGuidelines/mg25.pdd. 7.
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Rockville’s Maximum Expansion Limits

Rockville uses the term Maximum Expansion LimitsHM to describe areas outside of,
but adjacent to, the City’s jurisdictional boun@arivhere the City would consider
annexation should a property owner petition thg @itannex the propertyA

property’s being part of the City’s MEL does not mean that the City is targeting

that property for annexation.

The concept of Maximum Expansion Limits was an ingoat element of the City’s first
comprehensive plan in 1960. The purpose was ¢avdhe city to enlarge in an orderly
way and guide development, roads, community faesliand utility capacity needed for
the population growth that was forecasted at iha&.t The MEL concept has been a part
of every CMP since then.

The 1970 Master Plan established five criteriaefqransiofr

* The boundaries should be at generally equal distafitom the center of the City,
but the total size would be consistent with thdqduphy of a responsive
government.

* The outer boundaries should be physically idertiéa

 The MEL should contain natural drainage areasdaatbe efficiently served with
City water and sewer.

* The establishment of reasonable and attainable ME&t recognize those
existing conditions that make future annexationth&City improbable.

* The MEL should not divide logical neighborhood lisai

The policy to annex properties that are only capalbbeing efficiently served by
Rockville water and sewer was reversed in the 1@88ter Plan. This change permitted
annexation and development of King Farm and TwiokrStation. City water and sewer
serve only a portion of King Farm, and none of Thwwook Station is so served. However
Washington Suburban and Sanitary Commission (WS8@g these areas, for water and
sewer facilities.

The 2002 Comprehensive Master Plan retained thg V&&ter Plan MEL boundary
recommendations. Those limits can be viewed imféid.0, below, defined by the red
boundary lines, contain approximately 2000 acrdard.

Changes to Maximum Expansion Limits

During development of the MGE, a review was conedf the existing MEL and areas
adjacent to the existing MEL, in terms of potenkHL expansion. Analysis was
conducted in terms of the above-listed criterid,dds0 in terms of the potential fiscal,
economic, and other impacts. The result is twasarecommended for MEL expansion.

The areas identified for inclusion in the MEL andicated as “Area A” and “Area B” in
the following map.

% Approved and Adopted Master Plan, City of Rocleyill993
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Figure 14: Rockville's Maximum Expansion Limits, Exsting and Proposed

;;’ Rockville's Proposed Maximum Expansion Limits

L. Area A

- %f 2002 Adanted MEL

5. Proposed MEL by the MGE

The benefits of including those parcels to the @itjude positive fiscal impacts, more
control over development anticipated in those graag allowing for a logical expansion
of City boundaries. For the residents within thesabenefits include enhanced local
representation, City police protection, City mamgrce and snow removal, and access to
public utilities.

Once again, it must be emphasized that inclusiangfarea within the MEL does not
commit the City or any property owner to annexation

Area A

Area A is approximately 225 acres, consolidatiregyMEL on the south side of Shady
Grove Road, and provides a more continuous ealstemdary with the existing MEL

and the City line, further to the south. It inadsdthree parcels immediately to the east of
MD Route 355 west of the train tracks, and soutBluddy Grove Road, and the land
around the Shady Grove Metro Station owned mogtlylontgomery County. This
entire area is currently covered under Montgomesyr@®y's Shady Grove Plan, similar to
the status of King Farm before it was annexed bgkRitle. Staff knows of no current
plan for any of the property owners to petition @igy to be annexed. Inclusion of these
properties in the MEL would be consistent with sle¢ of criteria that has been used in
the past.
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Figure 15: Rockville's Proposed MEL - Area A
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The primary benefits of including Area A in the MHEiclude:

* In combination with the existing MEL, it would cariglate a logical area for
potential City expansion. It would consolidateaaréhat are adjacent to the City
and the existing MEL south of Shady Grove Road.

* There are potentially positive fiscal impacts fardRville, were owners of the
redevelopment sites in the Shady Grove Master telaetition to become part of
Rockville. Rockville would also potentially be altb have a greater influence
over development that occurs.

Area B

Area B contains approximately 101 acres. This psed new area, along the southern
side of the City, is a mix of office, retail andsigential uses. It follows the line of the
newly constructed Montrose Parkway until its corniogcwith Randolph Road just east
of Rockville Pike.

Staff knows of no current interest by property ovgrte petition Rockville for
annexation. Montgomery County Council adoptedcthaprehensive master plan
amendment for this area, North Bethesda/Garret, FaNovember of 1992. Staff from
MNCPPC-Montgomery has indicated that they mayatstia revision to the plan when
the White Flint Sector plan has been completed.
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3 Propeos ed Maximum Expansion Limits
Maximim Expansion Limits {2002}

The primary benefits of including Area B in the MBLe:

* Annexation of any privately owned parcels as theyetbp/redevelop would increase
the City’s tax base, with a likely positive fiséalpact to the City.

» The City could potentially have more influence aodtrol during the development
process, if any portion of this area were redevatiogs part of the City of Rockuville.

» Using the new Montrose Parkway as a boundary alfowa logical expansion of
City boundaries, allowing for a better-defined ses\and delivery area. Montrose
Road has served this purpose in the past.

» There are many property owners in this district wlready use Rockville as an
address, indicating identification with Rockville.

Growth Projections in Rockville’s Maximum Expansion Limits (MEL)

The projections for growth outside the City boumesrbut within the City’s existing and
new MEL, were obtained from Montgomery County’s RAW.2 projection® An
estimated 10,514 people live within Rockville’s MEgxisting and new). Montgomery

% The County’s Round 8 numbers for the MEL areasewert available at the time that this document was
being prepared.
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County projects growth of 19,645 people in thatareer the next 30 years, to reach a
total of 30,159.

Table 20: Residential Forecasts, Rockville's MEL

Housing Type Est., 2010 Forecast, 2040 Changed)-2040
# Units Population # Units Populatios# Units Populatiop
Multifamily 4,180 8,757 13,388 28,048 9,208 19,29|h
Single Family Attached 268 670 364 945 106 274
Single Family Detached 363 1,087 400 1166 47 79
Totals 4,791 10,514 14,152 30,159 9,361 19,645

Note: Data comes from MNCPPC-Montgomery, COG Rotu2dProjections

Just as within the City of Rockville, the large poederance of growth in households is
projected to be in multifamily units. PopulationRockville’s MEL in 2040 is projected
to increase more than 180 percent over 2010.

Thereis no expectation that all areas within the existing and the proposed MEL will be
annexed into the City in the foreseeable future. Therefore, projecting the impacts on City
services of this growth will not provide a meaningfiew of future City service needs.
However, to respond to a State request, Table Z4geaerated to show the potential
impacts on Public Services and Facilities of fuigmewth in the MEL. The assumptions
used to generate the impact numbers are consigiiinthe standards used for projecting
services within the City. It should be noted tthet County solely provides the schools,
libraries and the Fire and Emergency services tlaaity shared the responsibility of
providing recreational and open space and the @skevices with the County and State.
Detailed impacts by individual projects will be &rzd by the City on case-by-case
basis as a part of annexation process.

The residential projections for the MELs were pdad by Montgomery County, and
therefore are already incorporated into the Cosnbyvn projections for County-provided
infrastructure and service needs. As discuss#tkiprevious sections, Montgomery
County Public Library staff has informed staff thia¢re are potential discussions for two
new library sites in Rockville’s vicinity to acconudate future growth, one of which is

in the Shady Grove Sector Planning Area. SimilgdHg Montgomery County Fire and
Rescue Services have also proposed a new Firerstatihe Shady Grove Sector Plan
area to meet the needs of additional growth.

Table xx represents the anticipated impacts toipgbkrvices and infrastructure based on

additional 9,361 housing units and 19,645 residerdgected in the City’s Maximum
Expansion Limits.
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Table 21: Impacts on Schools of Household Growth wiin Rockville's MEL, MCPS

Methodology
Student
# of Additional |School Categony Generation
Housing Units| Impacted Rate Additional Students
High-
Rise/Mid-Rise
W Structured
Parking
9,208 Elementary 0.042 387 Students
9,208 Middle 0.039 359 Students
9,208 High 0.033 304 Students
Town House
106 Elementary 0.254 27 Students
106 Middle 0.112 12 Students
106 High 0.127 13 Students
Single Family
Detached
47 Elementary 0.341 16 Students
47 Middle 0.136 6 Students
47 High 0.099 5 Students

Total - 1,129 Students

Table 24 uses MCPS’ methodology for these projastidRockville does not have
existing data on the current proportion of studéntfie existing population in order to
replicate the alternative methodology presentedaloo Table 15. However, an
approximation of the alternative projection cardeeived by using the ratio of the results
of the Alternative Methodology to the MCPS ProjentMethodology, from the analysis

of student growth within Rockville’s existing borde The results are in Table 25, and

show that the Alternative Methodology would proj2et50 students in the Rockville

MEL.

Table 22: New Development-Generated Students in Riodlle MEL, Alternative

Methodology

Attach A

# New Students 2010-
2040 Within Current
Rockville Borders

# New Students 2010-2040
Within Rockville Mel

MCPS Methodology 1,243 1,129 (Table 24)
Alternative Methodology | 2,703 2,450(Derived)
(Table 15)

Ratio of Alternative to 2.17 2.17

MCPS
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Because there is no expectation that the entire Milllbe annexed, Rockville has not

conducted an analysis of school capacity relabvertjected enroliment. Rockville
would do so in the context of any annexation pmtiti

Table 23: Impacts on Public Services and Facilitiesf Population Growth in

Rockville's MEL

Attach A

Impact
Public Services and |# of Additional| Standard or

Facilities People* Ratio Impact on Service Provider

This population growth in th
MEL would theoretically addg

1,964 sq. ft of demand for
additional library spagehougt
Public Libraries — 1,000 Sq. ft.| Rockville’s current Library
Service Provided by [19,645needing per 10,000 | supply far exceeds the ALA
Montgomery County | MCPL servicel persons** standard.

U

Current ratio g

27 additional Rockville Polic
Officers would be required i
order to maintain the curren
ratio if the entire MEL were

— = (U

Police — Service 30,159needing0.91Rockville| annexed. Actual coverage
provided by both Police serviceq Police officers  would be determined by
Rockville and including City| per 1,000 |circumstances ahcoordinatio
Montgomery County Police. persons with Montgomery County.
Montgomery County is
planning for this growth
19,645 through the new planned
Fire and EMS — additional | MCFRS and| stations. Rockville’s APFO
Service provided by |persons needil APFO would apply to developmen
Montgomery County [MCFRS service standards applications.
30,159needingCity goal of18
PROS acres of City-| Approximately 543 acres of
Parks, Recreation and resources, | owned PROSCity-ownedwould be needed
Open Space — Serviceincluding thosq resources peforder to maintain the City go
Provided by multiple | provided by 1,000 (Total MEL is approximately
governmental entities| Rockuville persons*** 2000 acres.)

* For services provided entirely by Montgomery CtuflLibraries and Fire/EMS), the impact that is
measured is the 19,645 new residents expected delyerexisting estimated 10,514. When services are
provided by the City, and there is a relevant Gigndard or ratio (Police and PROS), the proje2@tD
population of the entire MEL is used for estimatimgpacts on City services.

**American Library Associa

tion Standard

***Rockville's Goal for Open Space

As with Public Schools, no additional analysis haen done because there is no
expectation that the entire MEL will be annexechalysis of these factors, and others
(e.g., Transportation) would be conducted in th&text of any annexation petition.
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Additional Forecasts for the MEL and the Combinatian of Existing Rockville and
MEL

The following forecasts have been provided in otddye compliant with the
requirements of State guidance, though, againetiseno expectation that the entire area
of the MEL will be annexed into Rockville in theréseeable future.

The table, below, shows the results of combiningii®ile and the MEL residential
forecasts.

Table 24: Residential Forecasts, Rockville City antMEL

Housing Type Est. Existing (2010)Forecast (2040j| Change (2010-2dLl0)
Units # PopulationUnits #PopulationUnits #| Population

Multifamily 13,676 28,650 32,861 68,843 19,185 40,193

Single Family Attached 3,608 9,604 3,950 10,258 252 6p4

Single Family Detachefl 11,744 34,292 11,850 34,543 106 551

Others 444 444

Totals 29,56 72,990 48,661 113,644 19,543 41,098

Existing employment and projected growth within Backville MEL are shown in the
table, below.

Table 25: Existing and Forecasted Employment, RockNe's MEL

Est. Existing (201(fForecast (204{thange (2010-204)
Jobs Jobs Jobs
Office 17,689 19,317 1,628
IRetail 4,786 5,118 332
lindustrial 6,820 8,080 1,260
Others 1,467 1,242 -225
Totals 30,762 33,757 2,995

Source: M-NCPPC (Montgomery)

The table, below, shows the results of combining degarding existing and forecasted
employment for Rockville within its current bounater and the MEL.
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Table 26: Employment Forecasts, Combined Rockvilland MEL

Est. Existing (201(Forecast (2040 hange (2010-204D)
Jobs Jobs Jobs
Office 65,524 90,689 25,165
Retail 16,924 20,143 3,219
Industria 12,384 14,823 2,439
Others 10,478 13,505 3,027
Totals 105,310 139,160 33,850

Attach A

To repeat, however, there is no expectation thakiRlbe will annex the entire extent of
the MEL.
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10) Conclusion

Summary of MGE and DCA Results

By 2040 the population of Rockville within the etkig) boundaries is projected to have
risen to nearly 84,000 people, living in nearly(®®) households. Employment is
projected to have grown to more than 105,000.

Areas available for growth in Rockville are virtlyadll infill locations, where projects
will involve redevelopment of previously developgtes, mostly along the MD355 and
I-270 corridors. At present, these areas are mesible-use commercial or single-use
office/laboratory spaces, where the existing zomind the future market are likely to
support mixed-use development; though the pastddelsas already begun to see
changes. None of these growth areas are suitablarge amounts of single-family
housing. As a result, the vast majority of new erm Rockville are projected to be
multi-family apartments and condominiums.

Rockville maintains prudent budgeting and investnpaticies and has adjusted quite
well, historically, to its projected growth; but &kville does not control all of the
services and facilities that will be needed. Mamgry County and the State of
Maryland are also important service providers icomemodating growth. Rockville
Montgomery County, and Maryland will, at minimunged to be prepared to provide
resources for schools, higher education, recredti@cilities, police personnel, facilities
for fire/lemergency service, and transportationastfiructure. Rockville and Montgomery
County will also need to maintain policies by wha#wvelopers provide appropriate
levels of infrastructure, or resources that helfutal such investments, as part of their
projects.

The projected growth in Rockville can be accommedatithin Rockville’s existing
municipal boundaries, as long as the public faediand infrastructure are available.
Therefore, there is no demand-generated need fockvitle to expand its municipal
boundaries. However, there may be positive bentfibpportunistic expansion, if an
owner adjacent to Rockville expresses the desibetome part of the City.
Furthermore, there may be benefits to expandingRibe's Maximum Expansion
Limits (MEL), in order to open the possibility ftne positive fiscal benefits and some
control over future development in areas that dlyesdfect Rockville. The document
recommends expanding the MEL to include the broadsa around the Shady Grove
Metro Station (Area A), and certain areas immedtirageuth of the City boundary in the
area of the new Montrose Parkway and a portionxetcktive Boulevard (Area B).
Expanding the MEL to these areas does not cors@iinitannexation plan.

Rockville is identified by Montgomery County ancetBtate of Maryland as being in the
center of a key growth corridor. Rockville alsesealue in vitality-enhancing growth,
but not at the expense of important quality-of-hieasures. Rockville will continue to
invest in service and infrastructure for whichasshauthority, but Montgomery County
and Maryland must do the same in their areas ¢foaity and service. The Municipal
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Growth Element has identified Public Schools, kine Rescue Services, Police and
PROS (Parks, Recreation and Open Space) as aesdiagattention from other levels of
governments. Though not part of this documentn3partation and Water Resources are
also in need of investments.

The City of Rockville will be proactive on behalfits citizens in ensuring that their
needs are met in these areas. The City will caetto use its core policy tools, which
include zoning and the City’'s Adequate Public Faeg Ordinance, to achieve its goals
with respect to growth and quality of life.

Next Steps

Once adopted by the Mayor and Council, the Munidgrawth Element will become
part of the City’'s Comprehensive Master Plan (CMBased on the recently completed
6-year review of the CMP, the City plans to initiat broader revision of the CMP over
the next two-three years. The Municipal Growthnigat and Development Capacity
Analysis, together with the Water Resources Elemeititserve as key data and analysis
for that broader effort and will assist the comntyas it revisits its goals for Rockville
into the future.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Sources and References

Maryland Department of Planning, Estimating Resid¢evelopment Capacity: A
Guidebook for Analysis and Implementation in MandaAugust 2005

City of Rockville, Adequate Public Facilities Stamds, Rockville MarylandAdopted
November 1, 2005”

City of Rockuville, Parks, Recreation and Open SRleeAdopted March 2010

City of Rockville, Approved and Adopted Master Bl@ctober1993

City of Rockville, Comprehensive Master Pl#&pproved and Adopted, 2002

Maryland Department of Planning, Managing Marylan@rowth: Writing the Municipal
Growth Element; Models and Guidelines Series
http://www.mdp.state.md.us/pdf/OurWork/mg26supp.pdf

The Maryland Municipal League, Municipal Annexatidandbook
http://www.mdmunicipal.org/documents/pubdocs/MymatAnnexationHandbook. pdf

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning @Gossion, Great Seneca Science
Corridor Plan (Formerly Gaithersburg West MastenPIPlanning Board Draft, July
2009

City of Gaithersburg, City of Gaithersburg, Munigifisrowth, A Master Plan Element
Adopted April 6, 2009

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning @Gossion, Shady Grove Sector
Plan Approved and Adopted March 2006

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning @ossion, White Flint Sector Plan,
Approved and Adopted March 2010

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning @Gossion, North Bethesda Garrett
Park Master PlarApproved and Adopted 1992

Montgomery County Public Libraries, Strategic Fée Plan 2004-2009

Montgomery County, Maryland, Fire, Rescue, Emergéviedical Services, and
Community Risk Reduction Master Plan, Approved Addpted October 2005 &
Update of the Maryland, Fire, Rescue, Emergencyidéé&ervices, and Community
Risk Reduction Master Plan, Approved and Adopteddd2010
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Appendix B: MDP Extension Letter

Appendix B: MDP Extension Letter

Maryland Department of Planning

Richard Eberbart Hall

Martin O'Malley
Governor Secretary
Anthony G. Brown Matzhew |. Power
1Lz Governor Deputy Secretary

February 3, 2010

Susan Swift

Director

Community Planning and Development Services
City of Rockville

111 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 20850

Dear Ms. Swift,

I am in receipt of your January 29, 2010 letter requesting an additional six month extension to
complete the City’s Water Resources and Municipal Growth Elements.

Your letter indicates that you have made significant progress toward completing these elements
and are bringing them forward for review through the public hearing process, however, adoption
will not occur prior to April 1, 2010.

Based on the above, your request is approved. The City of Rockville now has until October 1,

2010 to adopt its WRE and MGE. As referenced in my previous correspondence, MDP and
MDE staff are available to help with any questions or needs you might have.

erely,

ithardfJosephson
Director, Planning Services

cc: Craig Simoneau, Director, Rockville DPW
Mark Charles, Rockville DPW
David B. Levy, CPDS
Manisha Tewari, CPDS
Cynthia Kebba, CPDS
Ann Wallas, CPDS
Peter G. Conrad, Director, MDP Local Planning Assistance
Jason Dubow, MDP Water Resources Planner
Melissa Appler, MDP Land Use Analysis
Janice Outen, MDE
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City of Rockville
111 Marylnnd Avenue
Rockwille, Marytand
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www.rockvillemd.gov

Commumity Planning and
Bevelopment Services
2453148200
TTY 240-314.8137
FAX 240-314.8210

Historie Preservation Office

240-314-R230

Inspection Services Division
240-31 44240

Lonyg Range Planning
Deivision

240-3 18 8200

Planning Dhvision

240-314-8220

Revitalization/Housing Division

2I0-314-K200

MAYOR
Susan R. Hoffmann
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John B. Britton
Piotr Gajeweki

Phyllis Mareuccio
Anne M. Robbins
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Scott Ullery
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Clarre F. Funkhouser

I CI{TY ATTORNEY
Debra Yerg Daniel
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Appendix C: Letter to MDP on DCA Methodology

Appendix C: Letter to MDP on DCA Methodology

May 6, 2009

Richard Josephson, Director of Planning Services
Maryland Department of Planning

301 W. Preston Street

Baltimore, MD 21201-2365

Re:  City of Rockville’s proposed methodology for conducting
Development Capacity Analysis

Dear Mr. Josephson:

The purpose of the letter is to inform and receive feedback from the Maryland Department
of Planning (MDP) about the City of Rockville’s proposed methodology for preparing our
Development Capacity Analysis. A letter of this nature was recommended by Peter
Conrad, MDP’s Director of Local Government Assistance, a few weeks ago, and
confirmed in a conversation on May 4, 2009, based on Rockville’s particular
circumstances. As you know, the Development Capacity Analysis is a key input to the
development of the new State-required Municipal Growth Element and Water Resources
Element for the Comprehensive Master Plan.

Brief Description of Rockville

The City of Rockville is the County seat of Montgomery County and occupies 13.5 square
miles within the metropolitan Washington DC area. Rockville’s population is estimated at
62,119 for 2009. The City is located 12 miles northwest of the nation’s capital. A major
portion of the I-270 corridor is within the City’s corporate limits. Two Metro rail stations,
Rockville and Twinbrook, are within the city limits; and a third, Shady Grove, is just north
of the city limits. The Rockville station also has MARC and Amtrak stops.

There is very limited vacant land that is zoned for development within the city limits or
within its existing Maximum Expansion Limits for which there is any near-term prospect
for development. Unless the context changes dramatically, all future development in
Rockville or in its immediate surroundings will be in the context of redevelopment and/or
adding density and additional uses to sites that currently have lower-density development.

Background To Rockville’s Proposed Approach

As discussed by telephone with Mr. Conrad, guidance documents produced by MDP
regarding how to prepare the Development Capacity Analysis focus on estimating how
much growth will occur on previously undeveloped parcels. The documents referenced are
“Estimating Residential Development Capacity: A Guidebook for Analysis and
Implementation in Maryland” and “Managing Maryland’s Growth: Writing the Municipal

¢ Growth Element; Models and Guidelines Series.” We understand that, at present, there is

no specific guidance for how to manage redevelopment scenarios.
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As a result, the City of Rockville proposes to submit for its Development Capacity
Analysis the following methodology, which produces forecasts of growth over the next 30

years, and supplement with projections to calculate capacity as detailed in the

methodology. The forecasts and projections are prepared in cooperation with other local
governments as a part of regional effort coordinated by the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments (MWCOG). Table 1 below summarizes the estimates and
forecasts of population, households and employment for the period of 2000-2040 that were
prepared for the MWCOG transportation model. Table 1 numbers are for Round 7.2. We

are currently working with MWCOG on Round 8, which is scheduled to be completed in
fall of 2009.
Table 1. Round 7.2 Forecasts-City of Rockville, Maryland

2000 12005 2010 2015 |2020 |2025 | 2030 2035 2040
Population* 47,388 | 59,556 | 62,129 | 66,837 | 70,627 | 73,988 76,792 | 80,336 | 83,479
Households* 17,193 | 22,485 | 23,688 | 25,915 | 27,724 | 29,314 30,789 | 32,481 | 33981
Employment** | 68,739 | 76,597 | 79,060 | 85,140 | 92,024 98,314 | 100,793 | 103,793 | 106,793

*Baseline population and household numbers are from Census 2000
**Baseline employment numbers are developed in-house.
Round 7.2 was adopted by the COG Board in October 2008

The forecasts and projections are prepared in a manner that is as consistent as possible with
market conditions and projections, planned transportation improvements, adopted land use
plans and zoning requirements.

Proposed Methodology for Estimating Development

Rockville proposes to use the projections from Round 8 as a base for the c
The City uses a “bottom up”

Step 1 - Identify parcels within the current City boundaries that have development
potential, which include:
- “Pipeline” parcels that already have development approvals.

- Underdeveloped parcels that have been identified using GIS parcel data, aerial
photography, master plans, analysis of assessment values, site visits, and in-house

expertise.

Step 2 — Estimate development on the identified parcels:

- Zoning calculations are performed to determine the yield of households and
commercial/institutional square footage, with a 75% yield rate assumed.

- Valuation analysis is conducted on select parcels to determine the improvements-
to-land ratio. If the ratio is below one (meaning that the improvements are assessed
as less valuable than the land) the property is considered to be “underutilized” and
is more likely to be developed over time than properties with higher ratios. Specific

knowledge about the redevelopment potential of a site, however, may lead to the

inclusion of that site event where the ratio is more than one.
- Where a neighborhood or an area master plan exists and provides relevant
guidance, that guidance is used for development projections.

apacity analysis.
approach that incorporates the following steps.
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Step 3 - Identify annexation parcels within the Maximum Expansion Limits:

The same analysis is conducted as described in Steps 1-3 for parcels outside of the

City of Rockville’s current boundaries, but within Rockville’s Maximum
Expansion Limits.

Estimating population and employment growth

Population projections are derived from the number of new housing units that are
projected to be completed, in addition to the existing “base,” for each 5-year
increment. Then, we apply a household-size factor for each housing type, as
developed by the Washington Metropolitan Council of Governments (MWCOG).
For the City of Rockville, a multifamily unit is assumed to have 2.095 people.
Single Family Attached Units are assumed to have 2.597 people, and Single-Family
Detached Units are assumed to have 2.915 people.

Employment projections are derived from the square footage of commercial and
institutional space that are projected to be completed, in addition to the existing
“base,” for each 5-year increment. The total number of employees is then derived
based on an assumed average space occupied per employee, as developed by
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG). The average amount of
space per employee in is 250 square feet for office uses, 400 square feet for retail,
450 square feet for industrial, and 500 square feet for other uses. Assumptions
regarding vacancy rates have also been included, based on economic conditions and
public reports.

Rockville intends to use the following assumptions as a basis for the analysis:

The base numbers for population, households and employment will be used from
our existing forecasting process.

The time frame for analysis is through 2040.

Environmentally constrained areas are assumed to be unavailable for development.
Such areas include open spaces identified as parks by Rockville’s Zoning
Ordinance, parcels with easements, protected land, historic districts, and built-out
areas.

Recently developed buildings (<10 years old) are not expected to redevelop, or
generate additional capacity, and are therefore not accounted for in the analysis.
The City is, by and large, built out. With very few exceptions, new population and
employment growth is expected to come from redevelopment projects.

Forecasts of future potential development are based on the City’s new Zoning
Ordinance, adopted in December of 2008.

For sites where redevelopment is projected with a mix of uses (e.g., residential and
commercial), projected density of each use is based on market trends.
Redevelopment is assumed not to be likely on properties where existing
development is at or near the maximum capacity as prescribed by the Zoning
Ordinance.

The City’s Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) is incorporated into the
analysis to the degree possible.
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We look forward to any comments that you may have regarding this proposed approach,
including endorsement such that Rockville will be able to meet all requirements under
Article 66B. For questions or comments, please contact either me at (240) 314-8272 or
dlevy(@rockvillemd.gov; or our staff project lead, Manisha Tewari, at (240) 314-8213 or
mtewari@rockvillemd.gov.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Smcerel

éxd B. Le

Chief of Long Range Planning and Redevelopment

cc: Susan Swift, Director, Community Planning and Development Services
Manisha Tewari, Planner

Ann Wallas, Planner
Cindy Kebba, Planner
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Appendix D: Letter from MDP Approving DCA Methodology

1/\oF

Maryland rtment of Planning

Martin O'Malley Richard Eberbart Hall
Governor Secretary
Anthony G. Brown Matthew |. Power
L. Governor Deputy Secretary

May 27, 2009

David B. Levy

Chief of Long Range Planning and Redevelopment
City of Rockville

111 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, Maryland 21201-2365

Re: City of Rockville’s proposed methodology for conducting Development Capacity Analysis
Dear Mr. Levy,

Thank you for your letter requesting MDP’s comments on your proposed methodology for
conducting a Development Capacity Analysis for the City of Rockville.

As your letter states, there is a limited amount of vacant land in Rockville to accommodate future
development. It is anticipated that most future development will be on redeveloped sites and/or
by increasing the density of development and adding uses to zoning for existing developed sites.

Your proposed methodology uses the Round 8 MWCOG projections for population, households
and employment growth as a base for the development capacity analysis. A three step process
includes 1) identifying pipeline development and parcels that are underdeveloped, 2) estimating
development potential/yield on the identified parcels by looking at zoning, conducting a
valuation analysis that determines whether the parcel(s) is underdeveloped, and looking at
neighborhood or area master plans for guidance on future development, and 3) conducting the
above analysis for parcels located outside the City’s current boundaries but identified within its
expansion limits.

Population, housing and employment projections are derived from the amount of development
that is estimated to occur. Assumptions are made with regard to the base year, the year for which
projections are made (2040), areas not susceptible to development due to environmental and
other constraints, zoning, APF requirements, and other factors.

307 West Preston Street @ Swite 1101 @ Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2305

Telephone: 410.767.4500 @ Fax: 410.767.4480 ¢ Toll Free: 1.877.767.6272 @ TTY Users: Maryland Relay
Internet: www.MDP.state.md.us
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Mr. David Levy
May 27, 2009
Page 2 of 2

After reviewing your proposed methodology with MDP staff, we would concur with your
approach. The City of Rockville is a mostly built out City with limited development potential on
vacant land and will rely on redevelopment to accommodate most of its future housing and
employment needs. We would welcome the opportunity to work with you as you move forward
with your analysis. The process you have identified could well serve as a model for other
jurisdictions that face similar circumstances as Rockville.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have
any questions.

Rich Josephson
Director, Plannirtg Services

cc: Melissa Appler, MDP
Stephanie Martins, MDP
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Appendix E: Rockville's Forecasting Methodology

The process for preparing the Development Capé&cilysis, as approved by the
Maryland Department of Planning (see AppendicesdCd), rests on the process for
growth forecasting currently employed by the CityRockville’s Department of
Community Planning and Development Services (CPO®js Appendix provides more
detail on the City’s process of preparing projatsio

Rockville generates forecasts for city emploympopulation and households as part of
Cooperative Forecasting, a process by which thedgetitan Washington Council of
Governments (MWCOG) coordinates forecasts by Igogernments throughout the
COG regiorf’ The COG region can be seen in the map, below.

Figure 17: Region of the
Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments (COG)

%" The jurisdictions included in the Cooperative Fasts for the region are: Washington, DC; the ivlieg
Counties of Fairfax, Arlington, Loudoun, Prince Wim, and Stafford; the Virginia Cities of Alexarmalr
Falls Church, Fairfax, Manassas and Manassas & kjaryland Counties of Montgomery, Prince
George’s, Calvert, Charles and Frederick.
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COG'’s Cooperative Forecasts provide key data ®iQBOG transportation model, which
is developed to determine the region’s conformiithvihe EPA air quality regulations.
The forecasts are also used by COG to conductnabiand use analyses.
Representatives from each jurisdiction prepare fioeecasts independently, but a COG
forecasting group convenes monthly to discuss naetlogies and assumptions. This
group is a subcommittee to the COG Planning Dirsci@chnical Advisory Committee.
The cooperative forecasts are a major compone@dd’s work, and the forecasts are
used by public and private entities for variousposes.

The Cooperative Forecasting Process

For every new COG effort to forecast populatioryseholds and employment, two
parallel processes are conducted: 1) COG prodacesdsts for the region as a whole,
and 2) COG member jurisdictions produce their [doedcasts. The jurisdictions transmit
their forecasts to COG, which sums the jurisdicdidorecasts and compares the
jurisdictional totals to the Regional forecastcRville and Gaithersburg, the only
Montgomery County municipalities that participatedOG forecasting, coordinate with
Montgomery County in the submission of forecasts.

As a control to the jurisdictional forecasts, CGguires that the sum of the jurisdictions
forecast be within three percent of the COG reditoracasts. If the sum of the
jurisdictional forecasts does not fall within thigercent of the COG Regional Forecasts,
the forecasts are reconciled, which sometimes wagojurisdictions being asked to adjust
their own forecasts. After reconciliation and aiimp by various COG committees, the
COG Board of Directors adopts the sum of the jucisahal forecasts as the official

COG cooperative forecasts for the region.

Major “rounds” of cooperative forecasts (e.g., RounB&und 7, Round 8) generally are
produced about every three to four years when regev fiom the US Census Bureau or
other sources is availabl®linor rounds (e.g., Round 6.1, Round 7.1) are produced
annually or bi-annually, in which jurisdictions nea&djustments to forecast series taking
into account revised land use plans or pipelingepts, changes to underlying
assumptions, or new data.

The forecast used for the Development Capacity ysmsis Round 8, which is the
ongoing almost-completed COG Round. The forecastipus to Round 8 was Round
7.2, which was adopted by the COG Board in Jun®2dhe Round 7.2 forecast had a
2005 base year and forecasts were in five-yeanai®through 2040. It was the first
forecast to go beyond 2030.

Round 8 was conducted in 2009 and 2010 and alskedaff of a base year of 2005. A
new and updated econometric/demographic modeltoalsiped the 5-year Regional
control totals through 2040. This econometric modes developed with the help of
John McClain, Deputy Director of the Center for Real Analysis at George Mason
University.

All COG forecasts are organized by Traffic Analy8@es (TAZs), which is the
standard approach for assembling data for traffapgetions. Prior to Round 8, COG
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coordinated a process to create a new set of TAhdaries throughout the region. Staff
from CPDS and DPW'’s Traffic and Transportation Bigh provided key input to the
restructured traffic zones in Rockville. Rockvilew has 30 TAZs, which is an increase
from the 24 that previously were in Rockville. Ass the region, the number of TAZs
increased from 2,000 to 3,600. Staff then revRedkville’s 2005 base year estimates to
reflect the restructured traffic zones, to faciBtaomparisons across years.

Rockville submitted its Round 8 forecast to MontgoynCounty and COG in October
2009, and the reconciliation process is undervgth Montgomery County and COG
staff have accepted Rockville’s totals, thoughaasiCOG committees and
subcommittees continue to review the forecastsunB@® is scheduled for presentation to
the COG Board of Directors in July 2010.

How Rockville’'s Forecasts are Prepared

The “Baseline”

In general, forecasts of population, householdseanployment start with “baseline” data
from a prior year, and then project forward base@xpected development in the city.
As the forecasts were conducted in 2009, theSigtar period for Round 8 was 2005-
2010. As a result, all participating jurisdictiomseded to establish a “base” for 2005, off
of which forecasting could be conducted.

In preparation for Round 8, Rockville City staffrchucted an intensive effort to verify
the 2005 base of households and commercial/insiitait square footage in the city.
Every housing unit was counted and the non-resialesquare feet were updated through
the City’s Geographic Information System, the Sixpartment of Assessments and
Taxation and other sources.

Whereas the DCA projection period for this documes0102040, the City’'s Round 8
Cooperative Forecast period is f@0052040. For the DCA, City staff has used the
same numbers for 2010, 2015, 2020, 2025, 2030, 20862040 as were used for
Round 8.

Development Projections

City staff uses three types of expected developmenécts for the projections: 1)
projects currently in progress; 2) projects appdofee development by the appropriate
authority (e.g., City Council or the Planning Corsgion), which are known as “pipeline
projections;” and 3) estimates of future developtiEsed on existing zoning, master
plans, and staff assessment. In general, theneis confidence in the nearer-term
projections, as they are based on “real” proje&t®ff has less confidence in the longer-
term projections. Nonetheless, it would be a rkista conclude that no growth would
occur, especially considering that Montgomery Cguamtd the entire COG region
projects growth in the longer term.

The population estimates are derived, for eaclviddal assumed development, by
multiplying the number of residential units by #nerage household size, taking into
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account differences for housing type. Average bBbakl sizes used in Rockville’s
projections are: 2.095 people in a multifamily uit97 people in a Single-Family
Attached Unit, and 2.915 for a Single-Family Deegtlunit. These averages are
consistent with Montgomery County’s and COG’s agstions for this portion of the
region.

Assuming a vacancy rate for multifamily units dimsimes the population totals. A
vacancy rate of 3.5% has been attributed to th& P@8e for multifamily units, based on
an extrapolation of Census 2000 data. A vacaneyaisb% is assumed for the 2005-
2010 period, based on the difficult 2009 marketditbons, and in-house knowledge of
the vacancy rates in new developments in RockvHer periods beyond 2010, vacancy
rates are not assigned, which is consistent wehriathodology deployed by
Montgomery County.

The number of jobs (employment) is derived, forheiaclividual assumed development,
by multiplying the amount of square feet the averggace (in square feet) an employee
occupies per a type of non-residential space. dpgsoach, also, is consistent with that
of Montgomery County. The assumptions for spaee 280 square feet for an office
employee, 400 square feet for a retail employe@,stfpiare feet for an industrial
employee, and 500 for other uses. Specialized laupe is also used for buildings were
staff has specific knowledge, such as for schoofSity government buildings.

The number of Office jobs has been reduced by asdwacancy rates that come from
data developed by the CoStar Group. The averdge @facancy rate in the City of
Rockville was 8% based on a review of annual Cataga from 1993-2006. An 8%
office vacancy rate has therefore been assumedllfprojection periods except for 2005-
2010, for which market conditions led staff to assua 15% office vacancy rate.
Consistent with Montgomery County, the current rodtilogy does not at present
account for vacancies in retail and or “other” mestdential uses.

The following other key assumptions have been usgenerating projections for Round

8:

* Projects that are approved for development by pipeaving authority (e.g., City
Council, Planning Commission, staff) will move fawd, sooner or later.

» Calculations of projected uses and densities inahger term are based on the
2008 adopted zoning ordinance. No assumption gernttzat zoning will change
in the future.

» Uses discussed in adopted master plans, suchsesfibrorlown Center and East
Rockville, are considered as part of the forecgspirocess.

» Itis normal for larger projects to take more tloare year to be fully occupied by
either the residential or non-residential occupaatfter completion of the
construction. Therefore, increases in jobs and ladjon for larger projects are
assigned to more than one year.

» Staff has projected moderate growth in the latéetspof the 30-year forecasting
periods, under the assumption of continued demankdusing and employment
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in the greater Washington, DC region, limited incRalle by the scarcity of
available undeveloped land.
* No change of use is anticipated for the very ldrgleewood, Woodmont, or
Redgate golf courses.

Forecast Results

Table 17 summarizes the Round 8 estimates andafstiseof population, households and
employment for the period @005 through 2040

Table 27: Round 8 Forecasts, Rockville

2005 2010 2015 2020| 2025  203( 2035 204( Charigercentage

2005- | Change

2040 2000-2040

Population 59,618 | 62,476 67,341 71,874 74,503 47,640,786 | 83,929 24,311 40.8%
Households | 22,9827 24,327 26,644 28,184 30,034 031,533,009 | 34,509| 11,527 50.2%
Employment| 76,597| 74,549 83,596 91,600 96,/83 @9}4002,403| 105,403 28,806 37.6%

* The detailed count of residential units for the 2@@se determined that there were 23,736 houseimlds
the City in 2005. Diminishing by the assumed 3.8&eancy in multifamily units results in 22,982

households.

Population and Household growth is displayed gregdlyi, below.

Figure 18: Population/Household Growth, 2005-2040

@ Population JHouseholds

Population/Household Growth (2005-2040)

Round 8 Projections, CPDS
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Appendix F: Rockville Land Use Cateqgories

Land Use Distinguishing Features
Low-density residential Under 3 dwelling units pere or less
Medium-density residential 3 — 25 dwelling units pere
High-density residential More than 25 dwelling srper acre
Undeveloped land Parks, forest preserve, streal@ygalgolf courses
Commercial — Retail and wholesald_ow to medium-density retail, wholesale, service,
services office, laboratory etc.

Mixed Use Commercial Higher density retail, offiservice and residential
uses in areas served by public transit

Industrial Light industrial, office, laboratory, rseces and
limited retail etc.

Institutional Government and community facilitie€luding
offices, courts, schools, recreation centers etc.
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Appendix G: Rockville Zoning Districts

Name of Zone

Type of Zone

Distinguishing Feature

R-400 Residential Estate

R-200 Suburban Residential

R-150 Low Density Residential

R-90 Single unit Detached
Dwelling, Restricted Residential

R-75 Single unit Detached
Dwelling, Residential

R-60 Single unit Detached
Dwelling, Residential

R-40 Single unit Detached
Dwelling, Residential

40,000 sq ft minimum lot area

20,000 sq ft minimum lot area

15,000 sq ft minimum lot area

9,000 sq ft minimum lot area

Residential Single unit Dwellings
(detached and semi-detached)

7,500 sq ft minimum lot area

6,000 (or 5,000) sq ft minimum lot area

4,000 sq ft minimum lot area

RMD-10
Residential Medium Density

Residential single unit (detached, sen
detached and attached)

ni20,000 sq ft minimum tract area; allows single-unit
detached, semi-detached, and townhouses up to 10
du/acre

RMD-15
Residential Medium Density

Residential single unit and multiple
unit dwellings

1-acre minimum tract area; allows detached, atthche
and multi-unit residential dwellings up to 15 duac

RMD-25 Residential Medium
Density

Residential single unit and multiple
unit dwellings

2-acre minimum tract area; allows detached, atthche
and multi-unit residential dwellings up to 25 duac

MXC Mixed Use Commercial

Mixed Use

Low-density retadyvice, office and residential uses
within or in close proximity to single-unit residél uses

PD Planned Development

Planned Developments

Pribtateh 16, 2009, Planned Developments that
allowed a variety of development standards andstyjfe
uses were approved. Please see Zoning Ordinance
section 25-14-07 for details on individual PDs

I-L Industrial Light Industrial Lower impact industrial zone allowing live-work tsi

I-H Industrial Heavy Higher impact industrial zone

PARK (“PZ") Park Placed on all City parks and recreation at@asovide
for open space, recreational, and other compatitds

MXT Mixed Use Transition Low-density multi-unit, attached and townhouse
residential development, may include other
neighborhood-serving uses for areas located between
moderate or high-density development and singlé-uni
detached residential neighborhoods

MXNC Mixed Use Low to moderate density retail, service, office and

Neighborhood Commercial Mixed Use residential in areas that are in close proximitgitale-

MXB Mixed Use Business

MXE Mixed Use Employment

MXCD Mixed Use Corridor
District

MXTD Mixed Use Transit
District

unit detached residential. Not intended for major
employment.

Retail, service, light industrial, office and ressdial uses
at a range of densities in areas convenient to higti
density mixed use and single-unit residential areas

Medium density office, light industrial, retail and
residential. Mix of uses, including live-work/walike is
encouraged.

Medium density retail, office and residential useareas
along major highways. Flexible site requirements.

High-density retail office and residential in are@sr

Metro stations.
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MCPS Schools Servin
High School Rockville Crﬁldrei Whg Actual School Enrollment & Program Capacity Projections for 2009-2010 School Enrollment & Program Actual School Enrollment & Program Capacity Projected School Enrollment &
Cluster Attend Neighborhood/Zoned] 2004-2005 School Year Capacity, Completed in 2004-2005 2009-2010 School Year Program Capacity 2015-2016 School Year
Schools
Published | Overcapacity () Published % of Over capacity (- Published | s of | OVErcapacity ) Published % of Over capacity ()
Enrollment Capacity % of Capacity or Available Enrollment Capacity Capacity or Available Enrollment Capacity | Capacity or Available Enrollment Capacity Capacity or Available
Spaces Spaces Spaces Spaces
Gaithersburg HS 2174 1800 121% -374 2181 2143 102% -38 2014 1992 101% -22 1948 2284 85% 336
Gaithersburg Forest Oak MS 919 942 98% 23 881 942 94% 61 848 886 96% 38 849 886 96% 37
Rosemont ES (CSR) 489 271 180% -218 558 621 90% 63 505 608 83% 103 575 608 95% 33
Cluster Totals 3582 3013 119% -569 3620 3706 98% 86 3367 3486 97% 119 3372 3778 89% 406
Walter Johnson HS 1973 1901 104% -72 2107 2143 98% 47 2057 2230 92% 173 2173 2230 97% 57
Walter Johnson Tilden MS 772 943 82% 171 767 943 81% 176 743 984 76% 241 808 984 82% 176
Farmland ES 564 433 130% -131 570 571 100% 1 593 616 96% 23 709 728 97% 19
Cluster Totals 3309 3277 101% -32 3444 3657 94% 213 3393 3830 89% 437 3690 3942 94% 252
Richard Montgomery HS 1916 1562 123% -354 1941 1966 99% 25 2053 1957 105% -96 1846 1957 94% 111
Julius West MS 1061 1044 102% -17 976 1044 93% 68 961 986 97% 25 1154 986 117% -168
Richard Beall ES (CSR) 601 504 119% -97 659 504 131% -155 641 518 124% -123 647 518 125% -129
Montgomery College Gardens ES (CSR) 484 476 102% -8 603 615 98% 12 739 693 107% -46 787 693 114% -94
Ritchie Park ES 381 377 101% -4 491 377 130% -114 522 409 128% -113 576 409 141% -167
Twinbrook ES (CSR) 577 497 116% -80 617 497 124% -120 548 512 107% -36 687 512 134% -175
Cluster Totals 5020 4460 113% -560 5287 5003 106% -284 5464 5075 108% -389 5697 5075 112% -622
Rockville HS 1224 1633 75% 409 1215 1633 74% 418 1223 1539 79% 316 1334 1539 87% 205
Rockville Wood MS 985 1030 96% 45 953 1030 93% 77 845 981 86% 136 980 981 100% 1
Maryvale ES 622 571 109% -51 634 571 111% -63 582 587 99% 5 636 587 108% -49
Meadow Hall ES 385 339 114% -46 400 339 118% -61 366 315 116% -51 406 315 129% -91
Cluster Totals 3216 3573 90% 357 3202 3573 90% 371 3016 3422 88% 406 3356 3422 98% 66
Wootton HS 2349 2050 115% -299 2294 2050 112% -244 2411 2073 116% -338 2235 2073 108% -162
PPN, Frost MS 1205 1134 106% -71 1087 1134 96% 47 1184 1080 110% -104 1024 1080 95% 56
Fallsmead ES 535 425 126% -110 518 380 136% -138 514 528 97% 14 532 528 101% -4
Lakewood ES 577 630 92% 53 627 595 105% -32 633 568 111% -65 561 568 99% 7
Cluster Totals 4666 4239 110% -427 4526 4159 109% -367 4742 4249 112% -493 4352 4249 102% -103
| Aiciusters | Totals | 19,793 | 18562 | 107% | -1,231 | 20,079 | 20,098 | 100% | 19 19,982 | 20,062 | 100% | 80 | 20467 | 20466 | 100% | -1 |

Notes

Changes already made that affect program capacity - incorporated into table
"CSR" indicates schools that have had class size reductions in Grade K-2, with class sizes reduced to approximately 18

Gaithersburg HS 16-room addition completed in 2006. Rosemont ES 16-room addition completed 2004. Walter Johnson HS modernization completed 2009.
Farmland ES 8-room addition completed 2006. Richard Montgomery HS modernization completed 2007. College Garden ES modernization completed 2008.
Fallsmead ES offering full-day kindergarten began August 2006. Lakewood ES offering full-day kindergarten began August 2007.

Planned changes that will affect program capacity - incorporated into table

Modernization of Gaithersburg HS is projected for completion in 2013.

Modernization of Farmland ES is projected for completion in 2011.

Facility planning funds have been approved for planning additions at Beall, Ritchie Park, and Twinbrook Elementary Schools. However, no additional capacity is shown by MCPS until construction funds are approved.
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